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HEARING ON IMPACT OF FEDERAL LAND USE 
POLICIES ON RURAL COMMUNITIES 


TUESDAY, JUNE 9, 1998 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on Resources, 

Washington, DC. 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m. in room 1324, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth pre- 
siding. 

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 

Mrs. Chenoweth. [presiding] The Committee on Resources will 
come to order. The Committee is meeting today to hear testimony 
on the impact of Federal land use policies on rural communities. 
Under Rule 4(g) of the Committee on Rules, any oral opening state- 
ments and hearings are limited to the Chairman and Ranking Mi- 
nority Member, and this will allow us to hear from our witnesses 
sooner and help Members to keep to their schedules. Therefore, if 
other Members have statements, they will be included in the 
record. 

Today’s hearing is designed to hear from working citizens from 
outside the Washington, DC, beltway, and they will testify about 
how Federal land use policies affect rural communities. The news 
media constantly reminds us that Microsoft millionaires and the af- 
fluent young urban professionals are succeeding, and we are all 
thankful that many in America are prospering, but, unfortunately, 
the media tends to tune out to what is happening in rural America. 

Many of my rural communities in Idaho that are dependent on 
timber, mining, ranching and other resource industries are not en- 
joying the good economic times of their urban cousins. Mine clo- 
sures, mill closures, canceled shifts and AMU reductions are be- 
coming a regular occurrence. Indeed, there is a prosperity gap de- 
veloping between rural and urban America. In my State and other 
western States, Federal policies are locking up our natural re- 
sources. These policies contribute to the prosperity gap between 
urban and rural communities. 

But the West is not the only region affected. Federal policies now 
pose a significant threat to rural communities in the eastern 
States. One individual policy generally does not cripple these com- 
munities, but the cumulative impact of many such policies really 
can destroy them. 

I welcome all of today’s witnesses and their insights about what 
is really happening in rural communities. I will learn a lot from 

( 1 ) 
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you. The geographical diversity of today’s witnesses show this is 
more than a war on the West, as people from private land States 
such as New Hampshire, Arkansas and Texas will discuss Federal 
policies that threaten the prosperity and harmony of our rural com- 
munities. 

I look forward to hearing from an old friend, Ron Arnold, about 
a fascinating study done that outlines the extent of pain and suf- 
fering in resource-dependent communities. I also want to hear and 
learn from the many other witnesses that we have here today. 

Our last panel today includes representatives from communities 
that are fighting the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. I have 
aggressively worked to end this illegal and ill-fated program by 
sponsoring legislation and filing a lawsuit in Federal court, and I 
have only just begun my fight. 

Our witnesses today all represent communities where their local 
Congressman or Senator thought they had opted out of the pro- 
gram, yet the bureaucrats at the Council on Environmental Quality 
are moving full speed ahead. These people are justifiably asking 
what part of no doesn’t this Federal administration understand. 

Again, I welcome all of our witnesses today and those in our au- 
dience with the Fly In for Freedom. And I look forward to the testi- 
mony from the Ranking Minority Member when he does come in. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I’d like to introduce now our first panel: Mr. 
Ron Arnold, executive vice president. Center for the Defense of 
Free Enterprise; Mr. John Conley, president of the Concerned Alas- 
kans for Resources and Environment; Mr. Leon Eavreau, president. 
Multiple Use Association; and Mr. Edmund Gomez, National Com- 
mission on Small Earms; and Mr. Hugh McKeen, New Mexico Cat- 
tle Growers Association. 

As explained in our first hearing, it is the intention of the Chair- 
man to place all witnesses under oath. This is a formality of the 
Committee that is meant to assure open and honest discussion and 
should not affect the testimony given by witnesses. I believe that 
all of the witnesses were informed of this before appearing here 
today, and they have each been provided a copy of the Committee 
rules. 

Now, if you would all stand and raise your hand. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Now, I will introduce our first witness, Mr. 
Ron Arnold, executive vice president for the Center for the Defense 
of Eree Enterprise. 

Let me remind the witnesses that under our Committee rules, 
they must limit their oral testimony to 5 minutes, but that their 
entire testimony will appear in the record. We will also allow the 
entire panel to testify before I and any other Members who join me 
will be questioning the witnesses. 

Now the Chair recognizes Mr. Ron Arnold. 

STATEMENT OF RON ARNOLD, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 

CENTER FOR THE DEFENSE OF FREE ENTERPRISE, BELLE- 
VUE, WASHINGTON 

Mr. Arnold. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 
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Madam Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my name is 
Ron Arnold. I am testifying as the executive vice president of the 
Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise, a nonprofit citizen orga- 
nization based in Bellevue, Washington. The Center has approxi- 
mately 10,000 members nationwide, most of them in rural natural 
resource industries. 

Madam Chairman, I am proud to state that the Center does not 
accept government grants and has not received any government 
funds since the day it was established on American Bicentennial 
Day, July 4th, 1976. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to thank you on behalf of our 
members for holding this hearing today. It is timely indeed. 

For the past year, at the urging of our increasingly concerned 
Members, the Center has been conducting an in-depth study of 
Federal policy and rural communities. Our 36-page study titled 
Battered Communities is being released at this hearing. You will 
find it attached to my hearing statement. 

Battered Communities was cosponsored by three other citizen 
groups, the American Land Rights Association, F.I.G.H.T. for Min- 
nesota, and the Maine Conservation Rights Institute. Battered 
Communities delves into serious matters of Federal policy as it af- 
fects rural community life. On page 5, we address the most obvious 
problem, the urban-rural prosperity gap, the spread in wages and 
unemployment between the richest and poorest counties within 
each of the 50 States. I am not proud to announce that my State, 
Washington, is the top of that list with the worst gap. 

While urban America today enjoys an economic boom, rural coun- 
ties are finding themselves choked to death by Federal restrictions 
designed to protect the environment from the people who live and 
work in the environment. The most disheartening aspect of the 
conflict over the environment is that rural goods producers, ranch- 
ers, loggers, miners, are becoming a despised minority, morally ex- 
cluded from respect and human decency, even in Federal docu- 
ments, as we see on page 7 of the report in an Environmental Im- 
pact Statement characterizing miners as costly, destructive, stupid 
social misfits. 

And now we turn to the visible damage. Rural communities are 
besieged with a bewildering array of Eederal policies forcing them 
to starve in the midst of plenty. These policies are listed in part 
on page 8 of the report. 

Madam Chairman, let me call your attention to the most serious 
problem our study uncovered, the systematic effort of a triangle of 
interests to harness Eederal policy to their own agenda, against 
natural resource goods producers. The Center has identified a 
small corps of activist Federal employees, from the highest levels 
to on-the-ground technicians, working to reshape Federal policy 
from within according to agendas that paralyze goods production in 
rural communities. Pages 13 through 17 discuss a few of these ac- 
tivist Federal employees. To see their impact, you will find on page 
24 of the report a chart of systematic timber sale appeals on two 
rural national forests in Washington State, the Okanogan and the 
Colville, and these appeals were filed in a coordinated pattern by 
a bevy of environmental groups. We found the frequent outcome 
was that the Forest Service simply withdrew the timber sale with- 
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out even ruling on the appeal. The resulting mill closures are 
charted on page 25. 

This certainly appears to be undue influence, and it is a national 
problem, yet that is not the whole story. These environmental 
groups were in many cases acting at the behest of their donors on 
grant-driven programs not designed by the environmental groups, 
but originating within grantmaking private foundations. We discov- 
ered in documents, such as this thick directory of environmental 
grantmaking associations — foundations, a cluster of multimillion- 
dollar campaigns designed to set public policy against logging, min- 
ing, ranching and other resource producers according to the private 
preferences of a few custodians of vast wealth. 

Some of these foundations do not even accept applications for 
grants, but design entire programs of social change themselves and 
handpick the groups that will act as their agents, pushing non- 
profit laws to the edge. In the hands of these privileged people. 
Federal policy is being corrupted into a blunt instrument, battering 
rural communities. 

Madam Chairman, these are serious charges. On page 35, the 
Center recommends that this Committee continue its attention to 
this vital issue with a detailed investigation of the causes behind 
America’s rural Battered Communities. The Committee, of course, 
may take any or all of the pages of this report and make them a 
part of the report. 

Thank you again. Madam Chairman, for holding this hearing on 
the anguish of rural America. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you very much, Mr. Arnold, for that 
outstanding testimony. It was riveting. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Arnold may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. The Chair recognizes Mr. John Conley. 

Mr. Conley? 

STATEMENT OF JOHN CONLEY, PRESIDENT, CONCERNED 
ALASKANS FOR RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT, CARE 

Mr. Conley. Madam Chairman, my name is John Conley, and 
I am the president of Concerned Alaskans for Resources and Envi- 
ronment, CARE. I have also served 6 years on the Ketchikan Gate- 
way Borough Assembly, and I operate three NAPA auto parts 
stored located in Ketchikan, Craig, and Wrangell, Alaska. 

The passage of the Tongass Timber Reform Act of 1990 was sup- 
posed to be the great compromise for the Tongass National Forest. 
TTRA was supposed to provide increased environmental protection, 
as well as a sustainable forest products industry. I have — since the 
passage of TTRA, I have witnessed the closing of two pulp mills 
and several sawmills in southeast Alaska. At the same time I have 
witnessed the increased funding of local environmental groups by 
tax-exempt national foundations. 

These closings have greatly affected both my business and my 
community. In Ketchikan alone we’ve lost over 544 forest product 
jobs. We’ve lost 144 retail and support jobs, and $40 million of local 
payroll. Today my company employs eight less people, and my 
gross receipts have declined by $1.5 million. As I look to the future, 
I am extremely concerned about supporting my family and the fam- 
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ilies of the 30 remaining employees in my stores. Access to natural 
resources is vital to southeast Alaskans and is actually guaranteed 
by the Alaska Statehood Act. 

Environmental groups have stated that tourism can and will re- 
place lost forest products jobs. Madam Chairman, this is simply not 
true. Tourism is important to our local economy and throughout 
the State. I have supported and will continue to support this grow- 
ing industry; however, it is a seasonal — it’s a seasonal industry, 
and it only provides seasonal jobs. It does not provide families with 
the benefits of year-round employment. These jobs also will not re- 
place the 25 percent return to our communities for education and 
transportation based on timber receipts. 

Madam Chairman, it has become obvious to many that increased 
funding by national tax-free environmental foundations to the local 
environmental groups leads to decreased economic activity and 
local employment. The environmental industry states that they 
support a value-added timber industry for southeast Alaska. 
Madam Chairman, my community and I are confused, because 
these same small groups continue to object to harvest quantities 
adequate enough to sustain even a small value-added forest prod- 
ucts industry. 

The Forest Service has a legal mandate to manage our national 
forests for multiple uses, which include timber production. The new 
land management for the Tongass dramatically reduced the 
amount of land available for a long-term sustainable timber indus- 
try in southeast Alaska. Even with this massive reduction of the 
available sale quantity on the Tongass, the environmental industry 
continues to fight timber production. This is not acceptable. At a 
minimum, we need to sustain our current economy. Legal chal- 
lenges orchestrated and financed by the national environmental 
lobby continues to block multiple uses on the TTRA, and this is 
preventing our ability to maintain a stable economy. 

Madam Chairman, I believe it’s time to make these tax-exempt 
foundations that fund the environmental industry accountable. As 
a businessman, if I were to provide money to someone which they 
in turn used to destroy another business, I would be held account- 
able, and it would be illegal under RICO laws. Madam Chairman 
and members of the subcommittee, for the sake of my family and 
the families of my community, I urge you to hold these foundations 
accountable. 

And I have a couple other items I’d like to have entered into the 
record. I have a list of the foundation grants that have gone into 
Alaska. And I have a copy of an article in the October 19th, 1997 
Boston Globe — it came off of their Web page, and some interesting 
quotes in there, and I won’t read them all, I will just read a couple: 
“If a foundation had a large interest in Alaska and a lot of money, 
you definitely had a large interest in Alaska,” and that was stated 
by a former Wilderness Society director. 

Here’s a statement about the gentleman that works for the Pew 
Charitable Trust: In Alaska, environmentalists credit Joshua 
Reichert with devising the national strategy to help bring an end 
to two subsidized contracts on the national forest. 

So I would like to have these entered into the record. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Without objection, so ordered. 
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Mr. Conley. Thank you. And I also have a copy of a full-page 
ad from the Alaska Rain Forest Coalition asking for the President 
of the United States to end logging on the Tongass. And I can pro- 
vide a copy of this. This is kind of a one-of-a-kind of an original. 
And the Alaska Rain Forest Coalition was funded by the Pew 
Charitable Trusts. 

Thank you. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you, Mr. Conley. And if you can get a 
copy of that, would you like to have it entered in the record? 

Mr. Conley. I would, ma’am. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Conley. Thank you. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you, Mr. Conley. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Conley may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. And the Chair now recognizes Mr. Favreau. 

STATEMENT OF LEON FAVREAU, PRESIDENT, MULTIPLE USE 
ASSOCIATION, SHELBURNE, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Mr. Favreau. Thank you. Madam Chairman, for allowing me to 
express my views on the impact Federal land use policies could 
have on a rural community like mine. My name is Leon Favreau, 
and I am president and cofounder of the Multiple Use Association. 
Our 500-member group is based in Shelburne, New Hampshire, 
and has been in existence since 1987. Most of our efforts go toward 
exposing the public to the truth about our Nation’s forests. 

You will soon see the results of some of our work when you re- 
ceive an Evergreen Magazine issue on the Northern Forest Lands. 
We helped raise the funds needed for the production costs for the 
issue that will show the Northern Forest Lands as they are. 

I am president of Bethel Furniture Stock, Inc., a primary and 
secondary wood products manufacturing firm that produces compo- 
nent parts for the furniture industry. The last title I will share 
with you is that of chairman of the budget committee for the small 
town of Shelburne, New Hampshire. 

The concerns that I would like to express today have to do with 
H.R. 971, the Northern Forest Stewardship Act. As you may know, 
the so-called Northern Forest Lands are comprised of 26 million 
acres of primarily private forest lands that span across the State 
boundaries of northern Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont and east- 
ern New York. The Stewardship Act purports to prevent harm from 
coming to these lands and its resident one million people. 

The Multiple Use Association supported the study performed by 
the Northern Forest Lands Council that tried to determine what 
constituted a threat to the local forest. The report may have broken 
new ground by showing so much concern for local people. 

The Stewardship Act, however, is different. We believe it will 
lead to greater Federal control over our local communities. The 
council made it very clear they did not recommend increased con- 
trol. While local communities participated in the Northern Forest 
Land study, they haven’t participated in the preparation of this 
legislation. Local hearings are necessary to correct that. 

I know that you have heard from some in the timber industry 
that support the Act. I’m here to tell you that most of us in the 
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local timber industry are against it. We understand that this is just 
another step down a slippery slope that will mean it will be even 
more difficult for us to do business in the Northern Forest Lands 
area. Increasing the focus on government land and easement acqui- 
sition, which the Act does, will mean a reduction in the availability 
of timber. 

Since the Northern Forest Land Council’s report found that our 
varied forests really weren’t threatened, one needs to ask why all 
of this national interest in our 26 million acres? There was never 
any local groundswell to put more Federal or State controls on 
these private lands, nor was there any local groundswell for more 
government land purchases. Instead, this drive to change local land 
use comes from a vision concocted for us by our elite from the na- 
tional environmental and charitable foundation communities. They 
initially promoted as examples to be copied for our area, controlled 
greenline areas, such as the Federal Columbia River Gorge scenic 
area and the New York State Adirondack Park. 

The term “greenline” has now been discredited in the Northern 
Forest Lands area, partially because we brought out a mayor from 
the Columbia River Gorge who gave a devastating description of 
what it was like living and working at home in his elite-controlled 
area. Greens no longer mention the term “greenline,” but there is 
no doubt in my mind that it is still their goal for those of us who 
live and work in the Northern Forest Lands area. 

H.R. 971, I believe, will do nothing to help our rural commu- 
nities. Almost everything in the Act is already occurring at some 
level. If the Act is passed, the local citizen’s fight to maintain his 
or her land use rights and way of life will be raised to a higher and 
more difficult level. Senator Leahy isn’t helping his constituents 
who live in Vermont’s Northern Forest Lands area when he contin- 
ually tries to attach the Senate Act to other pieces of the Senate’s 
legislation. 

I ask you to think of people like me when you consider whether 
to pass on H.R. 971. Thank you. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you very much, Mr. Favreau, very in- 
teresting. We’re hearing another side of the story today. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Favreau may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. The Chair recognizes Mr. Edmund Gomez 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. Gomez? 

STATEMENT OF EDMUND GOMEZ, NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 
SMALL FARMS, ALCALDE, NEW MEXICO 

Mr. Gomez. Madam Chairman, members of the Committee, my 
name is Edmund Gomez, and I live in Alcalde, New Mexico. I 
speak on behalf of my neighbors, friends and family who rely heav- 
ily on public lands for economic, cultural, social and spiritual sur- 
vival. As an active member of the USDA National Commission on 
Small Farms, which was commissioned by Mr. Dan Glickman, 
USDA Secretary of Agriculture in July 1997, I also speak on behalf 
of small farmers and ranchers from rural communities across the 
country who rely on public lands for economic survival. 
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Communal land use by residents of New Mexico and the South- 
west has historical roots dating back to 1598. During Spanish colo- 
nial settlement, community land grants were granted by Spain and 
later Mexico to groups of settlers and Native American pueblos in 
New Mexico and in the Southwest. Many of these tracts of land are 
currently held as public lands by the USDA Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management. The descendents of the Spanish and 
Mexican land grants have continually utilized these lands for live- 
stock grazing, fuel wood, hunting and timber harvesting, as well as 
a source of watershed for domestic livestock and agricultural use. 

New Mexico ranks 49th in per capita income. The northern coun- 
ties of New Mexico are some of the poorest in respect to per capita 
income in the country. Over 50 percent of the land base in New 
Mexico is owned by the Federal Government. Many of the residents 
of northern New Mexico, including the Native American Pueblos, 
own very small parcels of land. Some sociologists attribute the cor- 
relation of poverty to the proportion of private versus public land 
ownership. Many of these public lands were once owned by the an- 
cestors of these rural communities. 

Livestock production represents over 85 percent of all agricul- 
tural income in northern New Mexico. The average livestock pro- 
ducer in northern New Mexico owns 20 head of cattle and utilizes 
public lands. Within the past 50 years, from 30 to 60 percent of the 
traditional savanna grasslands in the Carson and Santa Fe Na- 
tional Forests have been lost to woody shrub and tree encroach- 
ment due almost entirely to fire suppression, thus causing loss of 
livestock and wildlife habitat and economic stability within rural 
communities. 

Some groups who desire to eliminate livestock grazing from pub- 
lic lands claim that ranchers are becoming rich off of the public 
lands. I have yet to meet a wealthy indigenous rancher from north- 
ern New Mexico, and I have lived there all of my life. Many of the 
residents of northern New Mexico, including Indian Pueblos, rely 
on public lands for fuel wood and timber harvesting as did their 
ancestors. A large percentage of these residents utilize fuel wood 
as their only source of heat and cooking fuel. 

In 1994, a special interest group filed a litigation based on the 
Endangered Species Act with the USDA Forest Service on behalf 
of the Mexican spotted owl in the Carson National Forest. In 1996, 
a Federal court restricted all harvest of timber and fuel woods in 
the Carson National Forest until the forest complied with the En- 
dangered Species Act. This action prevented local residents from 
obtaining fuel wood for heating and cooking. Many families en- 
dured a very cold winter that year because of this inhumane action. 
Incidentally, the Mexican spotted owl has never been historically 
documented as living within the Carson National Eorest. 

Why do indigenous people continue to live in northern New Mex- 
ico rural communities? The indigenous people of northern New 
Mexico speak seven languages, including English. They have re- 
tained their culture, tradition, social values and spirituality. They 
were the first and continue to be the true environmentalists of the 
land, utilizing the sustainable practices that have fed and clothed 
their children for many generations, always returning more than 
they take. 
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The pristine beauty of the land remains intact and attracts new 
waves of settlers every year. Rural communities in northern New 
Mexico work and live as a family. This social and culture custom 
has given support during adverse situations and has allowed them 
to raise their children with the same values that have been sacred 
to the people for many generations. 

Congress has passed legislation dealing with public land policy 
and environmental issues that were deemed necessary and essen- 
tial, but a one-size-fits-all policy does not work for all public land 
situations. Congress has overlooked the endangered rural commu- 
nities and their struggle for survival and a traditional way of life. 
We are just as important as the other endangered species Congress 
is protecting. 

Rural communities were excluded when Congress developed pol- 
icy that would ultimately affect their lives. Madam Chairman, and 
members of the Subcommittee, please find ways of amending the 
Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act so that they will 
provide for the protection of the environment as they were in- 
tended, and not to be used as a loophole for special interest groups 
who continue to file litigation against the USDA Forest Service in 
an effort to promote their own agenda. Provide congressional provi- 
sions to establish local community-based public land management 
boards which will determine the management objectives for the 
local public land base and would include both environmental and 
economic considerations. This process will ensure that rural com- 
munities who traditionally rely on the land for survival will be in- 
cluded in the policy decision process for their region. 

And finally. Madam Chairman, and members of the Sub- 
committee, I extend an invitation for you to visit with us in north- 
ern New Mexico so that you may firsthand meet real people who 
have utilized public lands for over 400 years, who depend on these 
lands for survival, and the real people who have retained their cul- 
ture and spirituality because of their harmony with the land. But 
please, please, accept my invitation before the rural communities 
of northern New Mexico become extinct. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you, Mr. Gomez, very interesting. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gomez may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. And the chair recognizes Mr. Hugh McKeen 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. McKeen? 

STATEMENT OF HUGH B. McKEEN, NEW MEXICO CATTLE 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, GLENWOOD, NEW MEXICO 

Mr. McKeen. Madam Chairman and Committee members, it 
gives me great pride to speak here today, although I have a heavy 
heart because of what’s going on back home. 

I want to read first of all, what it says in a forest publication 
here: the Forest Service administered its nationwide program of 
range resource management with the following major objectives, 
and I’m going to read the one that’s pertinent to what we’re talking 
about here, to promote the stability of family ranchers and farms 
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in local areas where national forest and national grasslands are lo- 
cated. 

We’re doing the opposite here, Madam Chairman. I have three 
brothers. One brother served in Vietnam. Another brother was 
going to Vietnam, he was in the paratroopers, but he didn’t go. I 
served my military also and my time in the Berlin crisis. We pay 
our taxes, we served our country with honor and sense of duty. 
Now our country is betraying us through the Federal bureaucracy, 
namely the Forest Service in our area. 

I want to recount to you an individual thing that happened to 
me. In 1995, I filled out my 10-year renewal for my grazing permit. 
They brought it to me, and I said I couldn’t live with it. They insti- 
tuted standards and guidelines I couldn’t live with. They gave me 
the word again that they had no studies and so I said I couldn’t 
live with it. They went back, they wrote a letter to FMHA, who 
holds the mortgage on my home, my farm. I didn’t have to sign this 
10-year renewal until March 31st. They wrote the letter on March 
12th. 

FMHA wrote a letter and said, we’re going to foreclose because 
you haven’t signed the grazing permit, and it’s part of the collat- 
eral. They get other agencies to help them. They get two Federal 
agencies. That’s the way they work. So, on March the 31st, I had 
to sign my grazing permit under the conditions they gave me. I ei- 
ther have a slow death or a fast death. 

OK. The other thing I want to talk about is the — and the other 
thing that happened was that when I called up FHA and said, hey, 
you know. I’ve signed my permit, FHA says, well, the Forest Serv- 
ice has to tell us. I had to beg them three times to write a letter 
to FHA telling them that I had signed my permit. 

The other thing that happened to us just here recently, we had 
a hearing in Tucson. Several environmental groups sued the Forest 
Service to have cattle removed on 32 different allotments in Ari- 
zona and New Mexico. We were told by the Forest Service before 
we went to the meeting that the Forest Service was representing 
the cattle people. They were going to look after our water rig:hts, 
the grazing rights, and our economic rights, and all the things 
they’re supposed to do, our families. 

We got down to the Tucson hearing. It was a friendly suit. The 
Forest Service was there with the environmental groups to totally 
destroy us. We had witnesses there, we had our attorneys there, 
and as the hearing progressed after the environmentalists and For- 
est Service has presented their cases, it went before the judge, and 
the judge says, there’s not going to be an injunction, there’s not 
going to be any cattle removed. 

The Forest Service could see that they’re losing the case. The en- 
vironmentalists put on one of the poorest cases you could imagine. 
In one case they had one fellow who was a high school graduate, 
said he had been out on the permits and had actual accounts. He 
had been out there two days, something like 6 million acres. An- 
other one was out there six days. This was the extent of their testi- 
mony as to actually seeing things, except for another expert. 

As this thing progressed, the Forest Service could see they were 
going to lose the case, so they said. Your Honor, we want to go out 
and settle this thing out of court. So they went out, they excluded 
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the cattle people, came back with a stipulated agreement, and the 
judge said. I’m not going to sign it. 

Well, that excluded us from our testimony after we paid our peo- 
ple, after we didn’t even get our day in court. So we went home, 
and what did the Forest Service do? They came home and began 
to remove livestock. The Forest Service came home and did every- 
thing — did the things they were told not to do in this court. So we 
have people right now at home having cattle removed by intimida- 
tion. They sent me a letter and said I can’t use my private land 
because it has a little piece of forest land in it. It means I have 
to fence that forest land before I can use my pasture again. For 
somebody with a big long river, it’s disastrous, and that’s what’s 
happening. So rather than proceed as other people have, they’re 
just removing their cattle. 

So, Madam Chairman, we’re in terrible shape. The Forest Service 
is totally a dictatorial thing that’s come over us. They joined hands 
with the environmental groups, and we’re down to the last straw. 
We need help from somewhere. Thank you. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you very much, Mr. McKeen, for your 
testimony. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. McKeen may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mrs. Chenoweth. The Chair recognizes Mr. John Peterson, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, for questions. 

Mr. Peterson. I’d like to commend the Chairman and the Com- 
mittee for holding this hearing. For a little background, I come 
from the East, but I come from the west of the East I call it. I rep- 
resent the northern tier of Pennsylvania, where we have the finest 
hardwood forests in America. And we have the Allegheny National 
Forest, which is currently under siege by the environmental groups 
to stop logging there. In the northern tier of Pennsylvania, we used 
to dig coal, we used to drill for oil, and we used to cut timber. That 
was very much a part of our quality of life, and all of those have 
been under attack. 

The northern tier of Pennsylvania is more predominantly owned 
by the State than it is by the Federal Government. I have many 
counties that are 62 percent public land, 55 percent public land, 50 
percent public land. And I think that when you have at least half 
of your land owned by government, you have a huge impact when 
government policies are made and when government policies are 
made that are given little thought that it’s going to have a big im- 
pact. 

And I personally believe that rural America is really under at- 
tack. I mean, the resources that made this country strong and rich 
came from rural America. And I don’t know what the long-term 
plans of these groups are, but I guess it’s to be dependent on im- 
ports for all of our resources. 

I guess the one that’s the most surprising to me is the timber 
issue, because with good management, our great grandchildren can 
be marketing timber the same as we are. It’s a renewable resource, 
and it’s one that you’re leaning on. I’m leaning on. 

We use it every day as we build our homes and furnish them, 
forest products, as we use paper, as we use many of our commod- 
ities. They’re all derived from the forest products. I guess somehow 
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we have to look at this as a war against rural America, and the 
quality of life there where critters and creatures and insects have 
a higher value than our children, who would like to live there and 
continue the quality of life that we’ve had in rural America. 

So would any one of you would like to respond to that question 
of how we collectively, I guess, educate the world of what’s really 
happening? I don’t think most of America knows what’s happening 
to rural America. 

Mr. Arnold. Congressman Peterson, my name is Ron Arnold, 
one of the items that I think that every State can do, such as 
yours, is to do the fundamental research into who really is behind 
this attack, as we have done. Our center stands ready to provide 
basic information, training and research techniques, community or- 
ganizing even. We will go where the problem is. And I’m sure that 
everybody on this panel has information that would help you do 
that kind of thing and give it to the media first in your local areas, 
then the national media. 

We have to make these local issues, national issues, to get any 
kind of a groundswell of public fairness. It’s just plain a matter of 
appealing to the sense of fairness to Americans. And I think we’re 
famous for that. Once they know, I think they will make the right 
decision. 

Mr. Peterson. I agree with you. I was a State legislator for 19 
years, and I learned early on that if I held a news conference on 
rural issues, I would get three or four press there. If I held a news 
conference that was not looked at as a rural issue. I’d get 15 or 20 
press there from the press corps in Harrisburg, which was the 
State government. 

So we used to try to figure out ways of couching that we were 
having a rural issue, and I don’t understand that. I mean — ^but that 
was the bias. You’d get three or four press to come to a news con- 
ference that dealt with rural issues, and yet most of America wants 
to enjoy rural America, but for some reason they don’t want people 
who live in rural America to have a quality of life that they will 
even be there. 

Now we also have to, I think, work from the understanding that 
some of these groups, not all of them, but some of these groups, 
want half of America to be as natural as it was when Columbus 
came, and they want people there; they certainly don’t want vehi- 
cles there. They don’t want anything there except critters. Now 
that’s a philosophy I guess I just don’t happen to agree with. But 
that is the baseline of some groups, and somehow we have to think 
in that perspective, too, that they want the land for the critters, 
not for people. 

Yes, sir? 

Mr. Favreau. Can I make a comment? Being from the timber in- 
dustry, I really appreciate your comments. You asked what you 
could do in your area to try to educate the public. I’m really high 
on the Evergreen Magazine and the Evergreen Eoundation. Their 
sole reason for being is to restore the public confidence in forestry, 
and they’re very highly credible, and I think raising a little bit of 
money to get an issue on your area would be a big plus. 

The other thing I’d like to comment — comment I’d like to make 
is about the industry. I think that, you know. I’ve got — I belong to 
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industry associations, and, you know, there are a lot of dear friends 
in the industry, and I think the industry still hasn’t figured out 
what’s going on and isn’t doing what it could to try to save itself. 
We’re dealing with some people that are really determined. 

Let me give you just one little example. At one of the Northern 
Forest Lands hearings I had a discussion with one of the activists 
who is trying to control everything. And I was trying to make a 
point, and I said, you know, we don’t accept disease in our bodies, 
we don’t accept disease in our pets, we don’t accept disease in our 
gardens, but we’re going to accept disease in our forests. And that 
didn’t go anywhere, because he told me that he felt disease in peo- 
ple was good because there are too many of us. 

He did say he preferred it wasn’t in his own body. But anyway, 
this tells you what the mentality is, and we’re never going to 
change that. What we need to do is expose it. 

Mr. Peterson. I would be interested if any of you that have — 
because the East is now just being impacted like the West was, 
and — ^you know, in the Allegheny National Forest, because it’s a 
very mature hardwood forest. We had many people that felt it 
wouldn’t happen to us, and it is now happening to us. 

And I want to thank all of you for coming out today and sharing 
with us, because it’s a battle that we really cannot afford to lose. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. 

And we will have a second round if you would like that. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Gibbons. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you. Madam Chairman. I appreciate the 
fact that you’ve taken the time to hold this hearing today. And I 
want to welcome all of our panelists here before us. And I know 
many of you have traveled far and gone to great lengths to appear 
here today, and I want to say that we appreciate your interest, as 
well as your commitment and your contribution as well to all of 
this. 

I guess my first question is — is to Mr. Arnold. I know you talked 
a little bit and you explained a little bit about grant-driven Federal 
employees. Could you elaborate a little more, maybe give us an ex- 
ample of what you mean by that? 

Mr. Arnold. Yes, Congressman, I would be happy to do that. As 
a matter of fact, if you take a look within the Battered Community 
report, we actually have a fair profile of a number of them, page 
14, 15, and 16. One of them is the Forest Service Employees for 
Environmental Ethics. It’s — it advertises itself as consisting of 
present, former and retired Forest Service employees, and it says 
that it works to create a responsible value system for the Forest 
Service based on land ethic and so on. 

But if we take a look at the chart that I’ve provided of where the 
money came from that got them started, it’s not clear who had the 
idea to start them even, whether it was Andy Stahl, who is listed 
as the executive director, or Jeff DeBonis, who is the first in that 
position. We have — in the year they started and started getting 
money in 1990, as you can see clearly in the chart, $100,000 from 
the W. Alton Jones Foundation, $15,000 from the Rockefeller Fam- 
ily Fund, $20,000 from the Nathan Cummings Foundation and 
$10,000 from the Beldon Fund, and there are more like that. 



14 


But if that isn’t grant-driven, and the purposes of these grants 
is stated to foster new support sustainable among U.S. Forest Serv- 
ice workers, it’s difficult for me to comprehend what does “grant- 
driven” mean. 

Mr. Gibbons. It’s your impression that Federal dollars are being 
used to further private interest? 

Mr. Arnold. Well, it’s not so much Federal dollars, even though 
many of these environmental groups do receive Federal grants. It’s 
essentially a matter that tax-exempt money from large foundations 
is being used to promote organizations that themselves promote 
within the Forest Service and other organizations within other 
agencies, within the government, to promote agendas that stop 
goods production, so that appears to me as undue influence. 

They are on the inside. We can’t reach them. They were not 
elected. They are not accountable. There are no regulations that 
control them. What’s wrong with this picture is the first question 
that pops into my mind about that. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you. 

Mr. Conley, have you run across private foundations in Alaska 
that have funded environmental groups which are contrary to the 
best interests of your constituency? 

Mr. Conley. Congressman, yes, I have. In southeast Alaska we 
have a number of groups and we’ve been able to track, and I’ve in- 
cluded that for the record, but we’ve been able to track the founda- 
tions and the local environmental groups and the dollar amounts. 
And there’s a Tongas s Conservation Society. It’s a small 14-mem- 
ber group in Ketchikan, and the leader of that group received a 
grant from SEACC, SEACC received a grant from Brainerd Eoun- 
dation, and they all flow together. 

But the gentleman that runs the local environmental group pro- 
duced a pamphlet offering his services as a person that could help 
shut down pulp mills; that he was now an expert and that he could 
help other environmental groups shut down pulp mills, and that 
was — it was real obvious that the reason that the tax-exempt foun- 
dation money had flowed into our area was to shut the two pulp 
mills down, and they were successful. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you. 

And finally, Mr. Eavreau, in the balance of the little time that 
I have left, would you discuss with us how foundations and envi- 
ronmental groups outside of the New Hampshire area are driving 
the issues within your State? 

Mr. Eavreau. Back in April 1971, there was a meeting that was 
held in Lincoln, New Hampshire, that was on the issue — we were 
getting a lot of interest in the Northern Eorest Lands, and I spoke 
about why we didn’t need outside help, and the term “greenlining” 
was being mentioned a lot at that time. There was a person sitting 
in the audience who made an impression on me, and he made sev- 
eral comments. One of them, he called my thinking bunker men- 
tality, and he also named all of the greenline areas. He said that 
he agreed with me that none of them worked, but he just knew 
that we could make it work here. 

Then he said that the environmental community had $100 mil- 
lion to spend on the Northern Eorest Lands. I think he said this 
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to impress on me it was too big an issue for a little guy like me 
to fight. 

I didn’t understand the real significance of this until I read Ron 
Arnold’s book when I saw where, and in reading his book, that this 
particular person was listed as one of the national directors of the 
Environmental Grantmakers Association at the time. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you very much. 

You know, I think one of the most interesting things that I’ve 
heard from the panel, and all five of you have had riveting testi- 
mony, came from Mr. Conley when he said, as a businessman, if 
I were to provide money to someone which they in turn used to de- 
stroy another’s business, that would be an act that could follow 
under the RICO statutes, you would have to be held accountable. 

Mr. Conley. Madam Chairman, the RICO Act is currently being 
used to prosecute the folks that have bombed the abortion clinics. 
So I think there’s precedents to pursue that. And, unfortunately, as 
a small businessman and from a small area — from a small town in 
a big area in the United States, as a legal challenge we can’t afford 
it. I think that the Congress has to do it. I mean, you folks have 
attorneys that work by the years, and, you know, unfortunately we 
have to pay our attorneys by the hour. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. The only problem is, Mr. Conley, our attor- 
neys do not prosecute. That’s left up to the Justice Department. 
And if we were to ask Janet Reno for help in our resources right 
now, she would say, I am very preoccupied right now; in fact, she 
is. 

Mr. Conley. Maybe next year. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I think you’re onto something there, and it’s 
something that I’ve been suggesting for a very long time. The Con- 
gress can put forth very good, sound laws, and we have, and 
they’ve been signed into law, but when we have an administration 
that continues to decide to disobey the law, and we do not have a 
Justice Department that will pursue justice in this case, it’s up to 
either the individuals who are damaged to bring a lawsuit or up 
to us to expose it to the American public, which we will do. 

And we will continue on this Committee to work in an exhaus- 
tive manner, which we have been, to expose what this administra- 
tion is doing to our rural communities. But I thank you for putting 
that in your testimony, because I think it’s the key that will unlock 
a lot of the problems that we are involved with today. 

A very interesting Supreme Court decision that was rendered 
several years ago, but it’s never been overturned in whole or in 
part, entitled Bivens v. Six Unknown Agents, of course, the Su- 
preme Court ruled that when any agent steps — of the Federal Gov- 
ernment steps outside the protection, the direct protection, of statu- 
tory authority, they are personally liable for the damage. That isn’t 
often talked about. It’s more to the benefit of the administration to 
ignore it. But it’s to our benefit, and I don’t think you and I should 
ignore it. 

So we will do whatever it takes to bring life back to our rural 
communities and life back to our resources. And I thank you very 
much for making that point. 
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I do want to ask, Mr. Gomez, are the private foundations — ^well, 
has there been any resolution of the firewood collection issue? 

Mr. Gomez. Madam Chairman, a few months after this story hit 
the news media, the same group, the Forest Guardians, purchased 
three or four truckloads of firewood for these two or three small 
communities that were outraged by this action. And ironically, they 
purchased the firewood from the Jicarilla Apache Reservation, 
where they had found — they hadn’t seen it, but they thought that 
they had heard a Mexican spotted owl. 

It continues to persist. One issue is overcome, another issue 
comes about. I spoke with the — with the Forest Service about a 
week ago, and they have told me that 36 cases have been presented 
to district III or region III of the Forest Service in the Southwest 
within the last 10 years. Ten percent of the total budget for region 
III is spent in litigation. It’s not grazing; now it’s water quality. 

Just in last week’s Santa Fe New Mexican, these groups are 
starting to ask why is the water quality diminishing? In most of 
the tributaries along the New Mexico-Colorado border, there is no 
money, there is just livestock grazing and wildlife habitat. The 
farmers in northern New Mexico do not use fertilizers because they 
cannot afford them. They’re very, very small farms. But now 
they’re threatening the livelihood of the people with the Clean 
Water Act. It just goes on and on and on. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. You testified that the average rancher there 
owns 20 cows? 

Mr. Gomez. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Mr. McKeen, are the private foundations 
funding — the private foundations that have been mentioned earlier, 
are those foundations funding the activities that are reducing graz- 
ing in Catron County; do you know? 

Mr. McKeen. I know there’s all kinds of foundations that’s pro- 
viding funds, and I know there’s government grants that provide 
funds. The Pew Charitable Trusts, I think, put in something like 
$700,000 into these groups, and I’m not that familiar with that. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I see. 

Mr. Arnold, have you done a study, or do you have information 
available to us or to anyone with regards — as to who funds the 
grantmakers? 

Mr. Arnold. Madam Chairman, we have done an extensive 
amount of work on a data base that tries to compile who are the 
Environmental Grantmakers Association. It’s actually not incor- 
porated, or at least it wasn’t to the last of our knowledge. It oper- 
ates as an informal group with a rotating board of member execu- 
tives out of the New York city offices of the Rockefeller Family 
Fund, and that’s run by Donald K. Ross. It has a small staff, and 
it simply holds meetings and promotes interchanges among people 
in the grantmaking foundations. 

Environmental Grantmakers has over 190 members now. We 
have found that most of the trouble that we’re talking about comes 
from a core cluster of these foundations. Many of them are not only 
innocent of acts that we’re talking about, they don’t even know 
they’re going on. They’re just members that think they’re doing 
some good things for the environment, and that’s fine with us, we 
don’t have any problem. But where they’re targeted ones, we have 
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tried to track those, and, indeed, we do have a data base, which 
I would be happy to make available to this Committee. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you, Mr. Arnold. I have gone over my 
time, and I thank the Committee for their indulgence. I do have 
to go manage a bill on the floor, a bill that has just come up that’s 
one of my bills out of this Committee. So I’m going to do that chore, 
and Mr. John Peterson from Pennsylvania will take over the Com- 
mittee, and then I’ll come back as quickly as I can. 

He may want to do another round of questioning, but I do want 
to ask Mr. McKeen just one flnal question while I’m here. 

Mr. McKeen, have you asked — have you done a freedom of infor- 
mation request on your file with — from Farmers Home, as well as 
the Forest Service? 

Mr. McKeen. No, I haven’t. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. It might be a wise thing to do to see if there 
has been any communication between Farmers Home and the For- 
est Service. 

Mr. McKeen. I have copies of letters where they did commu- 
nicate, yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. You need — I would suggest that you do a 
FOIA request and get your file and review it, OK? 

Mr. McKeen. I know my experience with the Forest Service, 
with your FOIA requests, sometimes they just don’t do it. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. If you have any trouble at all, you let us know 
here on the Committee, and we will subpoena information for you. 

Mr. McKeen. Thank you. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. But it’s really better if the individual, or also 
working with your cattle association. 

Now, you were a commissioner in Catron County? 

Mrs. McKeen. Yes, I was, for 6 years. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I think you have some attorneys down there 
who are awfully good at maMng these requests. But I would sug- 
gest you do that right away. OK? 

Mr. McKeen. Thank you. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I thank you all, gentlemen, very much for 
your testimony. I only wish that your time and ours, too, allowed 
for us to hear from you more, but you have certainly motivated me 
even further. And so I’m going to leave now and turn the Com- 
mittee over to Mr. Peterson. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Peterson, [presiding] I’ll try not to get that motivated that 
I have to leave — I’m just kidding. The Chairman is to be com- 
plimented on this hearing, and. Congressman Gibbons, I think you 
had some more questions. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the rec- 
ognition here. 

I want to go back to perhaps flnish my questioning and turn it 
to Mr. McKeen, as a person who comes from a State with a great 
deal of grazing, that would be Nevada, as well. We’ve had a num- 
ber of problems dealing with our condition of the forest or the graz- 
ing areas within our forest. They’re normally under grazing per- 
mits. 
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I would like for you to perhaps describe for us the condition of 
the forest in your areas there in New Mexico, if you would for us, 
Mr. McKeen. 

Mr. McKeen. OK. I’m going to give you a story here that really 
bothers me. As a kid I grew up on Mineral Creek. I was born in 
Mineral Creek, and we still have some property there, and I live 
within 3 miles of it. As a kid, I fished for trout in Mineral Creek. 
My grandfather farmed on Mineral Creek, and other people farmed 
on Mineral Creek. There was over 200 acres of farmland on this 
one creek, which is a tributary to the San Francisco River, which 
is a tributary to the Hilo River. 

You go there today — and my grandfather raised alfalfa, by the 
way, which was a year-round crop, takes water year round, takes 
a lot of water, and the other farmers were there. Over 200 acres, 
you go there today you can’t raise one sprig of alfalfa because our 
national forest, where this water originates, that stream is totally 
gone. The only water we get out of this stream is it comes down 
through the then farming area, it gives you a snow runoff. We get 
the floods. 

But that area — and you go back, say, 30 years ago when the then 
forest supervisor said he wanted to save that area as a pristine 
area, not log it, not let it burn, because they wanted to build a road 
up through there. They wanted it to be real scenic. Well, it’s not 
too scenic to me when trees take over meadows, trees take over all 
of your grasslands. Trees are 80 to a thousand trees per acre, when 
they should be 80 trees per acre. 

And what happens is when you get that many trees, it’s like a 
study, and the only study I can find to compare it to is one in 
Texas, where they were studying the ground cover. And when you 
get a 60 percent ground cover — and in this study, no water goes 
into the underground source. But that’s in Texas where they get 
more rain that we do in New Mexico. 

In New Mexico I have to guess, because I asked the Forest Serv- 
ice if they had any research or anybody had any research on it. 
They don’t have any, or they don’t want to give it to me. I imagine 
when we get a 30 or 40 percent canopy, no water goes under the 
underground source. Consequently, Mineral Creek is an example of 
all of the streams in the Hilo Natural Forest in the Hilo Wilder- 
ness, wherever you go. 

I farm on the San Francisco River, and it’s gradually going dry 
because of the type of management we have right now. And now 
they’re wanting to do more preservation. They’re wanting to do 
more saving of land and not log and not thin the forest, not have 
fires, controlling burn. So Mineral Creek is an example of a stream 
that just died. 

And, of course, what happens to the people that lived on the 
stream? Their economy went away, because they can’t raise the 
crops they used to. Most of them are gone. Those lands are just idle 
now. 

And the only reason I’m farming today on my farm — I have 80 
acres of farmland on the San Francisco River, and the only reason 
I’m farming is I put a scenic ditch in, and I’m running out of water 
every year a little more, a little more, a little more, and the only 
reason I’m still farming is because the farmers upstream are 
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gradually running out of water, and they quit farming, and then 
there’s a little more water coming down to me. And that’s the con- 
dition of almost all of our forests in the Southwest. Our water is 
going away. 

Mr. Gibbons. So what you’re telling the Committee, if I can sum- 
marize it, is that poor management of our forest area, failure to 
properly address thinning and improper forest management has 
yielded an excess number of trees, which literally sap the water 
that would normally be there for the few remaining trees and run- 
off for farmers down below based on the amount of water each tree 
requires for proper growth, and this management has been — or 
poor management has been the ultimate result in the economic 
downturn in communities and farms in your area; is that what 
you’re saying? 

Mr. McKeen. Yes. And I’ll give you an example — this is my thing 
to do. I tell you. I’ve tried and tried and tried to improve my forest 
permit and do watershed work. And one of the biggest problems we 
have in my counties is by Pinon juniper preservation, by golly, they 
turn me down every time I want to do something. The environ- 
mentalists come out there and appeal every time we want to clear 
these invasive trees. They don’t want people there, and when you 
try to even improve the watershed, they don’t want watershed im- 
provement either. 

Now, I have an example. When we went up and cleared our 
Pinon juniper trees on a portion of our place, which I pushed and 
pushed and pushed to do, we created a spring by just pushing a 
small hill, or a little mesa. We created a spring. And the Forest 
Service denied it ever since. They don’t want to hear about it, but 
it’s an example of what we can do. 

Now in my county where I have — I went to Congress one time. 
I went through my Congressman or delegation so I could push 
trees to improve the land, and it’s like getting the weeds out of 
your garden. People love trees, but grassland is what makes our 
underground source and our wildlife and everything else. Of 
course, you’ve got to have trees, too. But in this instance when you 
remove Pinon juniper, you start at the headwater. We talk about 
riparian nowadays, how we are going to treat riparian areas. For- 
get it. If you don’t want to start at that headwater where that 
water starts from, those riparians are going to continue to flood. 
You’ve got to start at those headwaters and stop that water and 
get your grass back and running. And when you do, and when you 
go and put these juniper trees back on your place, back on my 
place, you will have an explosion you won’t believe. You will have 
birds. You will have all kinds of animals out there that weren’t 
there before. 

The condition we have in our forest today is you go out through 
this Pinon juniper country, it’s sterile. You’re going to see a crow 
flying around there, a coyote walking through. You’re not going to 
see anything, because those trees as they progress, they take over 
the browse first. And this is in your Forest Service literature that 
I’m getting this. There are studies, the trees take over the browse 
first, and then once the browse is taken out, then the grass goes 
next, and then you have no grass, and then you go nothing but 
trees down there. 
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Mr. Gibbons. Mr. Chairman, if I may just ask one followup ques- 
tion. 

Mr. McKeen, do you think, in your opinion, that there is a much 
greater risk for damage to the existing forest due to the current 
management practice of allowing excess number of trees, failure to 
deal with the underbrush or the fuel growth underneath; from the 
current conditions, is your forest and your area much more at risk 
to fire, to disease, pestilence, whatever, than they have been in the 
past under previous management? 

Mr. McI&en. Oh, there’s no doubt about it. There’s no doubt 
about it. I mean, we have the Forest Service — I’ve been up in the 
Gila Wilderness several times, and I don’t know why it doesn’t get 
fire and all of it burn. There’s tall grass, dead trees laying in every 
direction. There’s standing dead trees, high percentage. There’s in- 
festation of parasites. The country that once was opened as a kid 
when I went up there, it opened big trees and grasslands, it’s solid 
trees now. And it’s a dying, decaying-type situation. 

Mr. Gibbons. What do foresters say in the area about this condi- 
tion? I mean, obviously it’s a recognizable, plainly obvious condition 
that needs to be addressed, and yet there seems to be very little 
coming out of those people we’ve charged with the proper manage- 
ment of our forest. Is this because of their fear of publicity gained 
through efforts of these environmental groups? What have you 
been told? 

Mr. McKeen. The Forest Service to me is nothing more than a 
bunch of PR people saying what they wish was out there. If you 
go into their office and you see the bookshelf there, it’s got articles 
by environmentalists and environmental authors. It’s got pictures 
of flies, pictures of deer, pictures of elk and lions and all of these 
things. There’s not one pamphlet in there that somebody can pick 
up that gives the true nature of the national forest, not one. 
They’ve got lots of studies that shows that it’s in bad shape, but 
you won’t find one put in their display. 

Mr. Gibbons. Mr. Chairman, may I just have one more broad 
range of questioning? 

Mr. Peterson. Please go. 

Mr. Gibbons. I’m very disheartened by the remarks about the 
condition of the New Mexico forest. I wonder if other areas, for ex- 
ample, Alaska or New Hampshire or other forests, are seeing the 
same sort of trending conditions based on the same or similar types 
of management. Anybody? 

Mr. Arnold. In Washington State, we are seeing that in just 
about every national forest, and we have a lot of them. 

Mr. Conley. Congressman, in Alaska, we have got a lot of sec- 
ond growth, and the recognized forestry practice is thinning, and 
the forests are not being thinned at all. I mean, they are just abso- 
lutely choking themselves to death as they grow. 

Mr. Favreau. In Maine and New Hampshire, we are seeing a re- 
duction in wildlife. It is the — I don’t think it has been as bad as 
what it was in New Mexico, but it is getting there. It certainly is 
the — the conditions are worsening. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will release. 

Mr. Peterson. I will continue here a response on that issue. 
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In Pennsylvania, of course, we have a rather mature hardwood 
forest that is very valuable. Just recently the lawsuits — we’ve had 
lawsuits before, but they’ve really impacted us more recently. A few 
months ago, two students from Clarion University put in a suit 
against what was called a mortality II cut, which was 17 plots that 
added up to about 5,050 acres. And they were successful, because 
the Forest Service didn’t do an EIS, but there were 17 small plots. 

It was kind of — when you looked at it and the way it was sold, 
it looked like one large cut, but it was not. It was 59 percent dead 
trees, salvaged, and the rest was green. But they used the assist- 
ance of two law professors from the University of Pittsburgh pro 
bono, so they didn’t have any investment and were successful at 
setting aside that sale — there are some other small sales that were 
advertised recently, and they have also put lawsuits against — in all 
of those. 

But we’re just getting into the lawsuit phase where I think most 
of the West has been through it for years, but it’s just now reaching 
us. 

The point I would like to ask you is a little bit of followup of 
Jim’s. The Federal Government has 700 million acres and are buy- 
ing, and then we have in Pennsylvania — we have I think it’s 4 or 
5 million acres of public land owned by the State and local govern- 
ments, too. It seems to me that we need to have a discussion of 
whether the Federal Government under one blanket policy can 
manage land in Alaska, New Mexico, New England, Pennsylvania, 
and all over this country where there is no similarity to the forest. 
Even the western forest is more similar, but there certainly is prob- 
ably very little similarity to New Mexico than Washington or Idaho 
or Alaska, and yet you’re using the same policy from the Eederal 
Government. 

And I guess the disheartening part now is — and I’ve not been 
here a long time, but, as an observer, it seems like for the first 
time we have the Vice President and Katie McGinty really run- 
ning — adjunct running the Eorest Service. I mean, it’s their policies 
that are being utilized. They’ve not been debated by anybody. 
There’s been no public forums nationally certainly to make sure 
those are good policies. And so we really have untested, untried 
policies to manage our forests and to manage our public land with- 
out a public discussion. And it seems somehow it ought to be re- 
gional. 

I guess the question I would like to ask is, what kind of support 
and help can we depend on from your States and local officials? Are 
your Governors with you? Are your State legislatures with you? Or 
what kind of support do you get from them? 

Mr. Arnold. Well, to start with Washington State, our Governor- 
at-large is unaware of the problems, and we’re not sure he would 
be sympathetic were he informed in Washington State. But our 
county commissioners, particularly in the rural areas where we 
have this urban-rural prosperity gap so badly, most certainly are 
on our side. And if you take a look in the Battered Communities 
Report that I’ve submitted for the record, we have a number of 
statements from county commissioners. 

I think they would probably pretty widely all over the United 
States be with us, because we have them from Minnesota and 
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Washington State. And I don’t see any reason with a little further 
work we could not get a fairly good organization of support from 
them. 

Mr. Peterson. Anyone else? 

Mr. Conley. Congressman, in Alaska, it’s unfortunate, but we 
have a Governor who aligns with the White House, and so the poli- 
cies are real similar. We have a Governor that — we have an area 
of some State land, and it’s a dead forest. It’s been affected with 
the spruce spark beetle. It’s a fire hazard. At one point, we could 
have gone in and cut that wood down and had a marketable value. 
It would have prevented a massive fire that happened a couple 
years ago. He absolutely gets his marching orders from the same 
place the White House does, and that’s the Sierra club. 

Mr. Favreau. In New Hampshire, for the natural forest alone, 
we do get support from broad-based — our senators. Congressman 
and the local officials, a lot of support. 

Mr. Gomez. In northern New Mexico, we get a lot of support 
from our county commissioners and from our State legislators; but 
we don’t hear anything from the Governor’s office. 

Mr. McKeen. Yeah, I think that’s true. The local people, the 
local county commissioner and these kind of people support us. And 
I felt we had support from our Governor, and we have support from 
our congressional delegation here in Congress here. 

Mr. Peterson. I’m going to conclude with this and dismiss this 
panel. And our Chairman is with us now. I will turn it back over 
to him. 

I’m not going to turn it back over to him. I will at this time offer 
a chance to ask the questions to our chairman from Alaska. 

Chairman Young. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that you do an 
excellent job; and you’re well versed in this subject. I hope you will 
see the day when you sit in that chair as the chairman of the full 
Committee. It will be a long while. I want you to know that. 

JC, the Sitka Pulp Mill, you’re from Ketchikan, but is it my in- 
formation that that mill has been closed longer and there were 
those in that town at that time that were optimistic about the 
economy because it lasted pretty well for numerous years. But has 
that optimism been justified by the results in Sitka? 

Mr. Conley. Congressman, not living there, I can’t really quote 
the numbers and figures, but I do have many dear friends that live 
there and are in business. And in my conversations with the folks 
in Sitka, they feel that the economy is down 30 to 35 percent. I 
know that the tonnage, the freight tonnage of goods is down 33 
percent, and it’s not good. 

And, you know, there was an anomaly after the APC closure. 
There was not really as much severance money as we got in Ketch- 
ikan for our workers. But there was additional funds that these no- 
longer-employed folks had that came out of some of the profit shar- 
ing and pension deals that they had, and they did have a little 
spike in the economy. There was also outside money. This influ- 
enced the real estate market there. There were a great number of 
homes that were bought from people from California as kind of a 
summer place to go, an investment. You know, now with the mills 
gone, you know, we’ll go up there and get some cheap land, you 
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know. And, really, I don’t think it was a real estate boom. I think 
it was a carpetbagging boom. 

Chairman YouNG. JC, I promise — I was pleased what you had to 
say about the Governor because there’s doubt in my mind that he 
does not support — in fact, he had the gall to call Jim Lyons to sug- 
gest to lower the cut that was recommended in the TLMP, which 
was about 128 million board feet a year. We had been cutting 
about 400 million board feet a year and to have them drop that 
amount is ridiculous. 

But I think that the chairman just mentioned that the support 
for timber industry or timber management is still an anomaly, be- 
cause no one really understands it, other than the people that are 
actually dealing with it. And the chairman is absolutely right. The 
policy of this administration is socialism — to run everybody out of 
private business, to let the trees die and let the trees supposedly 
act as nature. And when we basically need the fiber, the govern- 
ment will develop it. 

And I really — it goes against everything I’ve ever thought of, 
that, as you know. I’ve introduced a bill to give the Tongass back 
to the State, which is, I think — I don’t see any justification for the 
Federal Government owning land, other than the Statute of Liberty 
and maybe a few parks, maybe a few refuges, but to just own land 
to do nothing with I think is a disservice to the constitution and 
to the people of the United States. 

But it’s going to take an awful lot of effort from people like you 
and from your communities to stir this up. Because, unfortunately, 
as you know, most of our population now live in Philadelphia — I 
just came from there yesterday — San Francisco, New York, Miami, 
Chicago, and, you know, LA, and they haven’t the slightest idea 
where toilet paper comes from. And that gives us our biggest prob- 
lem. 

So it’s going to be up to you. Because, although I just know some 
of the people in Congress say they support you, when it comes right 
down to the votes, sometimes they’re not there. And that’s very, 
very concerning to me. So it’s going to take a great deal of team 
effort. 

I’ve been in this business now 26 years, and I’ve watched the ad- 
ministration and interest groups, I think, destroy the basis of our 
society. And that’s resources management and not necessarily de- 
struction or elimination but management. And anybody who can 
tell me a dead tree is a good tree is smoking something. And I just 
don’t understand it. 

But, anyway, Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any other questions. 

Mr. Peterson. Earlier, there was some question about the Pew 
Charitable Trusts. That’s a Pennsylvania foundation. That’s funded 
by the resources and wealth of the Sun Oil Company. It’s kind of 
a strange that they would attract forest products, but they have. 

I would like to thank the panel, and I appreciate your traveling 
here and sharing your good testimony with us. 

The next panel we introduce is Mr. Donald Wesson, Southern 
Pine Regional director. Pulp and Paperworker’s Resource Council; 
Honorable Mike Propes, Polk County Commissioner, Dallas, Or- 
egon; and Mr. Jack Richardson, the Val Verde County Adminis- 
trator, Del Rio, Texas. 
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If you would please take your seats at the table. 

STATEMENT OF DONALD R. WESSON, SOUTHERN PINE RE- 
GIONAL DIRECTOR, PULP AND PAPERWORKER’S RESOURCE 

COUNCIL, McGEHEE, ARKANSAS 

Mr. Peterson. Mr. Wesson, if you would like to proceed. 

Mr. Wesson. Mr. Chairman, I want on thank you and the Com- 
mittee for holding this very important hearing and for allowing me 
to participate. 

My name is Don Wesson. I am the Vice President of United Pa- 
perwork Workers International Union, Local 1533, located in 
McGehee, Arkansas. I serve as the Southern Pine Regional Direc- 
tor of the Pulp and Paperworker’s Resource Council. I’m currently 
employed in the pulp and paper industry as an industrial me- 
chanic. I reside in Desha County, Arkansas; and I’m a constituent 
of the 4th Congressional District. 

A few years ago, I was like most all Americans. I went to work, 
paid my share of taxes, voted in most elections and depended on 
my elected officials to take care of me. I’ve always felt my freedoms 
as well as my property was protected. After all, America was 
founded under the Constitution. 

One day, I heard some disturbing news of how a Spotted Owl put 
thousands of my union brothers and sisters out of a job in the very 
industry in which I am employed. I started paying more attention 
to what my government was doing and realized some of those elect- 
ed officials in which I placed my trust was not looking out for my 
well-being or the well-being of America. It was then that I realized 
that the world is run by those who show up, and I would start 
showing up. 

I got involved with the PPRC. The Pulp and Paperworker’s Re- 
source Council is a grassroots coalition consisting of labor workers 
who work in the pulp, paper and wood products industries of Amer- 
ica. We have lost thousands of jobs in our industry in the past few 
years due to various government regulations. 

I am here today to address the American Heritage Rivers. We 
feel this is just another governmental program that will end up 
hurting our communities and cost us more industry jobs. 

I live in Desha County, Arkansas, which borders the mighty Mis- 
sissippi River, the life blood of America. The Mississippi River is 
among the top 10 rivers that is already nominated as Heritage Riv- 
ers. I have had several meetings with the Office of Council on Envi- 
ronmental Quality concerning this nomination. I have met with Mr. 
Ray Clark, associate director of the CEQ, as well as the chairman 
of American Heritage Rivers on three different occasions. 

Mr. Clark keeps insisting that the American Heritage Rivers is 
the greatest thing since motherhood and apple pie. He expressed 
that lies are being told about American Heritage Rivers. He in- 
sisted that there are no new regulations, no new money, and this 
is truly a bottom up program. It is a community based — it is com- 
munity based, and there will be no impact on private property. He 
stated that money was already in place. The purpose of this pro- 
gram would be to just manage the rivers and to administer the 
funds where needed. 
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This is why I have a grave concern over the executive order. If 
a river community is designated for this initiative, there are poten- 
tially serious negative implications for local governments. Depend- 
ing on the direction the project takes, local land use zoning boards 
could be negated or completely bypassed. There is nothing in the 
language that would allow a designated community or individual 
landowners the ability to opt out of this program. Without the right 
to opt out, a private landowner or local government should be con- 
cerned about losing any power of income or development of assets, 
as well as its sovereignty. 

The idea of using a river navigator to coordinate the river com- 
munities efforts in itself is somewhat a disturbing idea. When the 
person selected can be a Federal or non-Federal employee selected 
jointly by the river community and Federal agencies, the potential 
for conflict of interest exist. 

Many agencies, such as the Department of Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers have become 
more and more active in reducing or restricting the use of our nat- 
ural resources. If the river navigator is chosen from an agency that 
has a definite preservationist slant, the chances of the river com- 
munities choosing a plan to the detriment of private property 
rights and industrial development would be greatly increased. 

Whenever tourism, economic security, environmental protection 
and protecting/preserving our heritage are mixed into one initia- 
tive, the American public becomes skeptical. This mixture in the 
past has meant the decrease in high-paying industrial jobs. Even 
when there are tourism jobs created, the employees are not paid 
well and in many cases are seasonal jobs. 

I urge you, Mr. Chairman, and this Committee to stop the Amer- 
ican Heritage Rivers Initiative. If this program is as great as we 
are told, then the office of the CEQ would not mind it having a con- 
gressional oversight. We do not need 16 different governmental 
agencies and a river navigator to manage our rivers or to regulate 
our private lands that borders these rivers. 

Any proposal that is set up under the premise of streamlining 
government but yet would still include at least nine different Cabi- 
net positions as well as countless other government agencies hardly 
makes this initiative more user friendly. Instead, it would just lead 
to another level of bureaucracy that the American public is already 
weary of. 

If you have any questions concerning how too many levels of gov- 
ernment bureaucracy affects the jobs in resource-based industries, 
you could ask any one of the over 100,000 workers from the Pacific 
Northwest who have already lost their job over a Spotted Owl. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Wesson may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mr. Peterson. Mr. Propes? 

STATEMENT OF MIKE PROPES, POLK COUNTY 
COMMISSIONER, DALLAS, OREGON 

Mr. Propes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to 
address your Committee. 
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I’m Mike Propes. I’m chairman of the Polk County Board of Com- 
missioners, and I’m also vice president of the O & C Counties on 
the Board of Directors of the Association of Oregon Counties, and 
I’m on the Willamette Liveability Council. I’m also chair of two 
water basin boards, so I have a lot of experience in water basins 
and river protections in Oregon. 

We share some of your concerns about the Federal policies being 
developed in Washington, DC, with little input from rural commu- 
nities that are most impacted. I offer the following observation, 
quoting from our letter dated August 19th, 1997, to Karen Hobbs, 
Council of Environmental Quality, and that letter is included in 
your packet. 

“Looking at the American Heritage Rivers Initiative from the 
bottom up, it seems quite obvious that the initiative was developed 
without an awareness of the efforts already underway by regional. 
State and local citizens in cooperation with Federal Government 
agencies to protect our rivers. The preliminary meetings involving 
approximately 690 attendees, held in large metropolitan areas, 
seems to have been the basis for launching the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative. This hardly seemed representative of over 225 
million people on this matter, and thus seems to have been 
spawned from an inadequate understanding of the need or want of 
both the citizens and the rivers.” 

This information came out of the Federal Register of how this 
initiative started. So these are not our figures. These are the fig- 
ures from the people that attended the meetings, right out of the 
Federal Register to start this program. 

This program is supposed to be voluntary, but it appears that 
these designations will occur in spite of strong opposition from local 
governments. This is the first promise broken with respect to the 
American Heritage Rivers. Broken promises seem to be a pattern 
with this administration with environmental issues. 

Four counties along the Willamette River — Lane, Linn, Polk and 
Yamhill — have asked to be excluded from the Heritage River Initia- 
tive. And I think this is where it’s really important to understand 
what has happened locally. We have been told locally that it takes 
local people opting into this program, and if an area doesn’t want 
it, you’re not going to be included. 

We now have 26 counties in Oregon — and this is in one of your 
exhibits that is included in the packet — that has asked to opt out 
of this program. Out of the 36 counties, we have 27 that have opted 
out. We don’t have a single county that has asked for it. 

Well, after that had happened, we were told, well, it couldn’t be 
locally opted out. It took somebody from your congressional delega- 
tion to opt you out. So we went to our congressional delegation, and 
one of our Congressman opted us out — and one of our senators. 
And then we were told, well, no, now it takes your whole congres- 
sional delegation to opt you out. 

Well, I think it probably takes Congress to opt us out. And that’s 
what we’re here to ask for, is to opt us out. And we’re not sure if 
this is a good program or a bad program. We have read every bit 
of information we can get on it and we can’t figure it out if it’s good 
or bad. 
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We do know that it’s a new Federal program. Is there new regu- 
lations? We can’t tell. Is there new moneys? Well, there appears to 
be new moneys, but are there going to be strings attached to that, 
that you have to use it a certain ways? We cannot tell. We do not 
want to be a guinea pig for another Federal program. 

I was back in Washington, DC, my last time, a little over 10 
years ago, and I came back here to discuss the Spotted Owl and 
the Endangered Species Act. And I had a conversation then, the 
same as I had yesterday with some staff members back here, about 
that I’m overreacting, that, no, it really isn’t going to be the things 
that you are perceiving is going to happen with this program. 

Well, 10 years ago, we were predicting that we were going to 
have some severe cutbacks in our economy because of the Spotted 
Owl in Oregon; and people in Washington, DC, thought we were 
crazy, that can’t happen, that’s not what this program is. This is 
to help protect animals, and it’s good for people and everything 
else. Exactly what we feared with that program happened, regard- 
less of what people told us here. And that’s the fear we have with 
this program. 

Real quickly I would like to just mention the exhibits that I have 
attached. I do have the resolutions from the 27 counties that have 
opted out, and I have resolutions from two of the cities that are on 
the Willamette River that have asked to opt out. And I have resolu- 
tions from the Oregon State Senate, from the Oregon Cattleman’s 
Association, Oregon Earm Bureau, Oregon Logging Conference, Or- 
egon Wheat Growers and the Yamhill Republican Central Com- 
mittee, a very important committee. 

Also, I do have a map that is attached; and that is Exhibit D. 
That shows the counties that had opted out. That’s the 24 counties. 
There’s an additional three counties that have opted out that are 
not on the map. And that’s Deschutes, Wheeler, and — sorry, I can’t 
recall the third one now — that have opted out. 

And you may look at the map at the very bottom of the page. It 
looks a little different. That is the United States stretched out just 
a little. We’d like to get further away from DC, not closer. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Peterson. I get your message, and I agree with you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Propes may be found at end of 
hearing.] 

Mr. Peterson. Mr. Jack Richardson, please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF JACK RICHARDSON, VAL VERDE COUNTY 
ADMINISTRATOR, DEL RIO, TEXAS 

Mr. Richardson. Yes. Thank you for the opportunity to testify 
before the Natural Resources Committee on the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative and the pending application for the Rio Grande 
River. 

My name is Jack Richardson. I’m a county administrator in Val 
Verde County, Texas, which is located on the Rio Grande River. 
Val Verde County has got an estimated population of about 48,000. 
The entire county borders on the Rio Grande River. 

The county, while small in population, consists of 3,171 square 
miles. Sixty-two square miles of that is usually water, but it’s not 
now, because the International Boundary Water Commission pulled 
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the plug on Lake Amistad. These facts qualify Val Verde County 
to have a true voice in any initiative that encompasses additional 
Federal regulations upon the county. 

I have lived there for more than 25 years. I know many of the 
families that have lived there and worked there for generations. In 
fact, my five grandchildren reside on a tributary of the Rio Grande. 
It’s called San Felipe Creek. 

We do not need a Federal initiative to tell us how important the 
Rio Grande is and to recognize the rich culture and heritage that 
exists along the border. We honor our culture and heritage every 
day as we go to work, raise our families and just simply live there. 

I worked for the United States Border Patrol for 32 years. I 
guess I’m one of those suspect Federal employees. And I’ve been ex- 
posed to an awful lot of Rio Grande River culture, believe me. I do 
not claim to be an expert on the Rio Grande, but I’ve had a lifetime 
of experience working there, and the Rio Grande has played a sig- 
nificant role in all that work. 

I would kind of like to know how many members of this Blue 
Ribbon Panel have even seen the Rio Grande. They tell me maybe 
one. Now, I understand the Rio Grande is on a list along with sev- 
eral other rivers as a potential candidate to be named as an Amer- 
ican Heritage River. Exactly what that would mean for the commu- 
nities and the people who must live and work along the river is 
still not fully known, just like he said. 

I know the full impact will not be known until the initiative is 
being implemented; and, at that time, it’s been our experience that 
it’s just too late to stop it. 

The AHRI is another unfunded mandate, and we’ve had a bunch 
of those. We really have one which cost us about $20 million, any- 
way, of which the true cost to the local communities and the im- 
pacts on income, property rights, production and competitiveness 
are still unknown. 

I am here today to make sure that the concerns of all of those 
who live and work along the river are heard. We want to be fully 
understood that nonsupport for the Rio Grande nomination flows 
up and down this river. Many communities in my region do not 
want the strings that come attached to Federal programs. And 
there’s always the price to pay when you say “I do” with the Feds. 
You know that, and I know that. 

I have with me today resolutions and letters of nonsupport from 
counties that are located along the Rio Grande within its water- 
shed. One of those county resolutions is from my home county of 
Val Verde. It kind of surprised me when they did that, because you 
can’t get those five people to agree on anything, and yet this was 
a unanimous resolution. 

I have letters of opposition from many agriculture organizations, 
property rights organizations. We have 77 resolutions and letters 
of nonsupport for the designation of the Rio Grande as an Amer- 
ican Heritage River. This represents thousands of Texas citizens 
that do not want the AHRI in Texas. 

Mr. Desmond Smith, president of the TransTexas Heritage Asso- 
ciation, also will come up to testify on behalf of the membership 
that represents 15 million acres of private land in Texas. They 
didn’t want the AHRI to designate the Rio Grande River either. 
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The San Antonio Express News recently quoted our Governor 
Bush as stating, when it comes to ONRW or the American Heritage 
Rivers, whatever it is. I’m against it. Well, if you’re Governor and 
he doesn’t know what it is, the likelihood of us knowing it is pretty 
remote. And he said, I will not, so long as I’m Governor, concede 
the sovereign rights of Texas. 

Well, Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas and Congressman 
Henry Bonilla have both sent letters to the Council on Environ- 
mental Quality in opposition to the Rio Grande designation. Con- 
gressman Bonilla requested his congressional district not be in- 
cluded in the initiative, and seven other members of the Texas del- 
egation also requested their districts not be included. 

There are 800 miles of Rio Grande that run through the Con- 
gressman’s district. I’m talking about — if you can visualize — from 
El Paso up here to Laredo down here. We’re way down here on the 
food chain. For some reason, CEQ ignored Congressman Bonilla’s 
opt-out letter and further misrepresented his position by stating, in 
a letter to Senator Hutchison, that Congressman Bonilla supported 
a designation for the Rio Grande. Congressman Bonilla had to send 
another letter to the CEQ restating his position. 

Regardless of our expressed opposition against the designation of 
the Rio Grande as an American Heritage River, the nomination has 
continued to proceed. How many more resolutions do we need to 
pass? How many more letters do we have to write? How many 
more times do we need to testify that we do not want the Rio 
Grande designated as an American Heritage River? I think the big 
question down there is when are the CEQ and the panel going to 
listen to us? 

From the beginning, there has been a back-door attempt to get 
the Rio Grande listed as an American Heritage River, regardless 
of the views of those who live and work along it. There have been 
secret meetings, attempts to prevent the public have having a voice 
at the so-called public hearings and an unwillingness to accept the 
fact that the AHRI is not wanted for the Rio Grande. 

And I would like to quote an excerpt from the letter sent to Sen- 
ator Hutchison by the CEQ dated May the 7th, 1998, signed by 
Kathleen McCinty. It states, “The American Heritage Rivers Initia- 
tive is 100 percent locally driven.” Now I ask, if the CEQ was real- 
ly listening to the local communities, would the Rio Grande still be 
in consideration for nomination? 

Not only is AHRI in the process of being imposed on the local 
communities against their wishes, but this is another layer of bu- 
reaucracy that is not necessary. Do you have any idea how many 
Federal agencies already have their toes dipped in the Rio Grande 
River and are controlling every action involving that river? I tried 
to count them up this morning, and I quit at 33. You’ve got to re- 
member every federation usually has two or three branches. From 
those branches, you can bet the state of Texas has got a matching 
entity in there. When you get into Mexico, every Federal agency in 
Mexico will have a bureaucracy level almost identical to that exist- 
ing in the State of Texas and the United States. 

I can assure that you we have enough problems working with the 
ERA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Army Corps of Engineers — they 
pull some good ones — and the International Boundary and Water 
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Commission under their current authority and programs that they 
have. These Federal agencies do not need to have their authority 
expanded under any program, especially a program that still does 
not have standards for evaluation and guidelines for establishing 
the priorities. 

Those of us who live along the Rio Grande understand better 
than anyone the need to clean it up. We all want to live in a clean 
environment, but creating another layer of government to work 
through is not the way to go about it. 

This is an international river, and it’s going to take international 
cooperation to clean it up. What I think they lose sight of more 
than anything is 60 percent of that water is Mexico. There’s three 
rivers feeding into the Rio Grande. We’ve got two, anyway. You 
measure the water. We’re the junior partner in this cleanup cam- 
paign. And I can just see that this big bureaucrat is going to go 
over there and tell these guys that’s holding 60 percent of the 
water what to do, and I can tell you what he’s going to tell him. 

This is — it just takes a few minutes to visit with anyone who 
works and lives along the river, and you will soon come to realize 
that the Rio Grande cannot be treated like any other river. The cul- 
ture and heritage that makes the river so special also creates many 
unique problems. I do not see that this initiative will address our 
unique situation, which will just serve to create more problems. 
Bureaucrats don’t solve problems; they create them. 

From the very beginning, there has been a cloud of questions 
hanging over this initiative. What would a designation mean for 
river communities? What benefits or drawbacks would this hold for 
those who live along the river? And if it was such a good deal for 
the communities, why have the supporters felt the need to meet in 
secret and misrepresent the views of those who oppose the AHRI? 

These questions have never been answered, and I doubt they will 
be. It’s been imposed — the AHRI has been imposed from the top 
down from the very beginning. And I’m here today to speak on be- 
half of the many counties, communities, citizens and organization 
who are represented by these letters and resolutions of nonsupport. 
They send a loud and clear message that we are opposed to the Rio 
Grande being designated as an American Heritage River. 

Thank you. I would be glad it to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Richardson may be found at end 
of hearing.] 

Mr. Peterson. I would like to thank the panel. And I will offer 
time for questions. Congressman Gibbons, who has to leave shortly. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, also, for 
your patience and your effort to get here today to testify before us. 

I’m very curious where the information stems from that you 
heard that it would take all of Congress to opt out of this system 
when I — and I’m sure that the chairman sat here in this Com- 
mittee and listened to Katie McGinty from the CEQ’s Office state 
specifically that any Congressman in his congressional district 
could by request opt his district out of the American Heritage River 
Initiative. Which seems to be now that so many of us have taken 
that step, that there seems to be a transition and a change in atti- 
tude that hasn’t been announced by the CEQ, but that doesn’t sur- 
prise me. 
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What I want to go to, and perhaps each one of you could talk to 
me a little bit and maybe help the Committee understand better, 
just what did this administration do with all of you in its efforts 
to explain to you what the American Heritage River Initiative 
would do for your individual areas when they were proposing it, 
when they were considering it? Did they bring you in, tell you what 
was going to take place, how it would be implemented, what ac- 
tions would be taken, what course of — or what opportunities you 
would have in terms of contributing to the overall outcome? 

Maybe you could — each one just take a brief moment and explain 
to me what this administration offered in terms of meetings and 
explanations to each of you in your areas. 

Mr. Wesson. OK. From the State of Arkansas, the only thing I 
know they did was they got a hold of the Governor and — through 
some of the county commissioners, and they tried to say how it was 
going to be a big tourism boost. And in southeast Arkansas where 
I live, nothing could be a big tourism boost. I mean that’s the flat 
land, the delta. It’s nothing but farm communities. 

They never put anything in any newspapers saying any public 
hearings, meetings or what have you in the State of Arkansas that 
I’m aware of They just tried to make it that it’s going to be the 
greatest thing that could happen to any river. 

Mr. Gibbons. Mr. Propes? 

Mr. Probes. We got the information from a very strange docu- 
ment. It was the Congressional Record. That was the first time we 
even knew there was any such a program being talked about. And, 
from that, we started doing some inquiry to see what it was. Be- 
cause when the Willamette River was listed as one of the 100, 
there was originally a list with 100 rivers on there, and since it af- 
fects literally all of Polk County, our county, we were interested in 
what was going on. 

We sent letters back to Karen Hobbs asking questions about 
that, and to this day we’ve not had any contact back, and that was 
the August, 1997, letter. At that point in time, we were not op- 
posed to it. We were just trying to figure out what it was. And then 
we heard from our people about that you could opt out locally. 

Never from the administration, we have never had any contact 
from the administration, never had any answers from them. So ev- 
erything we’ve got has been through newsletters or other publica- 
tions, and we’ve been following what those have said. 

Mr. Gibbons. Mr. Richardson? 

Mr. Richardson. They mailed us a letter, and of all things I 
think it come to us from TNRCC, which is Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission. They did come down and talk to us a 
couple times, as I recall, just very more like a courtesy call than 
an informative call. 

They had some running around, trying to avoid anybody making 
any opposition to this in Marathon, Texas. And if you’ve ever been 
to Marathon, Texas, it’s a lot of local humor. It’s a very small place. 
It’s hard to be secretive in Marathon, Texas. 

We have had some — most of that information, we were, in the 
county, were able to get come from the city councilman, that would 
say, hey — they would come over to us and say, what do you do with 
this thing? We said, we don’t know, you know, and that’s about it. 
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Everybody got to looking at what could develop from it. And our 
commissioners sat down and they says, well, wow, we don’t want 
any of this, and that’s where we are today. 

Mr. Gibbons. Let me ask just a yes or no question from any of 
you. Do any of you know of public hearings that were held in your 
areas with regard to the proposal for the American Heritage River 
Initiative that might have allowed for your input into the creation 
of this initiative? 

Mr. Probes. No. 

Mr. Wesson. No, sir. 

Mr. Richardson. Just the one at Marathon is the only one that 
I’m aware of. 

Mr. Gibbons. How big is Marathon? 

Mr. Richardson. Oh, maybe 15, 20 houses, very small place. 
And we don’t know. 

And this one — there was some attempts at intimidation about 
grants along in there. But my judge is 73 years old, and you 
couldn’t intimidate him with a bulldozer, you know. He just — so 
that was the end of that discussion, and it didn’t last long. 

Mr. Gibbons. Thank you very much, gentlemen. And I will yield 
back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Peterson. Representative Chenoweth? 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wesson, it’s good to see you. 

Mr. Wesson. Glad to be here. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I’m glad you’re here. And Ballach Forest, 
where you work, is next to the Mississippi River. If this segment 
of the river is designated under the American Heritage Rivers des- 
ignation, how do you believe that the local economy and commu- 
nities will be affected? Have you addressed that in my absence? 

Mr. Wesson. Well, that’s a good question. It really scares me be- 
cause, about 4 months ago, the Ballach went into a joint venture 
with Anderson, actually, and bought 365,000 acres between the 
levy and river. And I have been talking to my CEO and some other 
people and I said, I hope you all realize if this American Heritage 
River comes by, you might have just lost everything you’ve got. 

It could very much affect us. We’re all — the Mississippi River is 
a working river, and in southeast Arkansas we have agriculture. 
We have the paper industry. Like my mill, we get the water out 
of the river. We use it in the mill. We clean it up. We put it back 
in the river. Our chips come down the river to the mill, or the logs 
do, to our chip mill one. 

And, you know, the agriculture, the farmers use it for irrigation. 
There’s several thousands of acres, if not hundreds of thousands of 
acres, between the levy and the river that on the years that the 
river don’t flood, they use that for farmland. And it’s a very big 
asset to the economic industry. 

And last week, a year ago this time, I met with Katie McGinty 
and Ray Clark at the CEQ, and at that time any person could opt 
out. I mean, it took a person to designate, and it took a person to 
opt out. Since then, they’ve changed it to, well, then your county 
has to opt out. Then they said your Congressman has to opt out. 
Well, last Thursday, we was told that even if your Congressman 
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opts out, if your Governor wants it, you can still get it. So we don’t 
know what the deal is. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Very interesting. I think I understand what 
the deal is, and I think we will work to straighten that out. Be- 
cause there was testimony before this Committee that if a Con- 
gressman wants to opt out, their areas will be opted out, and we 
intend to hold CEQ to that. 

I’d be interested in having anything in writing or even an affi- 
davit from you with regards to the fact that a one-time CEQ made 
a promise that an individual could opt out. Could you help the 
Committee out on that, Mr. Wesson? 

Mr. Wesson. Sure. I would be glad to. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I would very much appreciate that. 

Mr. Richardson — and I’m getting back to you. Commissioner — 
but I understand that there was a high-level meeting last spring 
in Laredo. Did you address this? 

Mr. Richardson. We don’t — ^we were not really very conversant 
about it, because we don’t know anything about it. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I understand in this meeting in Laredo they 
discussed the possible designation of the Rio Grande as an Amer- 
ican Heritage River Initiative. Could you discuss the highlights of 
that meeting and if your county was invited? 

Mr. Richardson. We knew nothing of the meetings. But, gen- 
erally, if we were invited to attend, I would know. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. So you were 

Mr. Richardson. The mail comes to me. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. So the mail comes to you, and if you were in- 
vited, if the county was invited, you would know? 

Mr. Richardson. I would know. I believe I would know. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. And you did not receive an invitation? 

Mr. Richardson. No, we don’t know anything about that. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Well, the administration believes that des- 
ignation of the Rio Grande will result in more cooperation with the 
Mexican government to clean up the river. As one who worked on 
the Border Patrol for 32 years and has lived in the area a lifetime, 
how do you feel about this? 

Mr. Richardson. They are very sensitive to any overt action by 
the American — I think the phrase is: Poor Mexico, so far from God 
and so close to the United States. They don’t want us meddling in 
the thing. And you’ve got to remember, like I said, they own 60 
percent of that water. We only own 40. 

There’s three contributory rivers into there and two coming into 
our area anyway. Sixty percent of that water is theirs. They’ve had 
a session of bureaucrats telling them what to do and when to do 
it. 

My big fear when I was working in Mexico or conducting liaison 
with my counterparts across the river was some American politi- 
cian would go to Mexico and run his mouth, because it would put 
us in a real strain. You can’t treat your neighbor that way. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. And so three of the contributing rivers come 
from Mexico that make up 60 percent of the water in the Rio 
Grande and two of the tributaries come from America? 

Mr. Richardson. That’s correct. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. And you don’t treat your neighbors that way? 
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Mr. Richardson. I don’t think the nature — ^human nature being 
what it is, that, yes, they’re very — they understand. They know 
about — they have the maquilas to appease, the Americans, the 
maquila industries have expanded their operation. If you crowd 
those officials in Mexico, they merely state, hey, the pollution 
comes from the American factory and look at you and smile. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Yes. 

Mr. Richardson. What are you going to answer? I don’t think 
Mexico is ready for another layer of our bureaucracy. I really and 
truly don’t. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. We’re not ready for it either. 

Mr. Richardson. I don’t think they will work with you to clean 
it up. I believe that. But you’re not going to tell them or exert — 
they call it Yankee supremacy, whatever. You’re just not going to 
do that down there. So my — I don’t think the way to go is another 
government bureaucracy. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you, sir. 

Commissioner, it’s good to see you. You’re a neighbor of mine. 

Mr. Propes. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. And I share your concerns about the Blue Rib- 
bon Panel on the American Heritage Rivers Commission. In fact, 
that panel would not allow me to even address the public last 
month in Washington, which is unusual. 

Your testimony mentions that two of those committee members 
are from Oregon. 

Mr. Propes. Yes, they are. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. How did these two members respond when 
they learned that four affected counties and Senator Gordon Smith 
have formally requested the Willamette not be designated? 

Mr. Propes. We have not heard any response from them at all. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. From the commissioners? 

Mr. Propes. Yes. It seems to be definitely silence when we try 
to get information about what’s going on. We don’t get letters re- 
turned when we’ve asked questions. It’s almost as if we don’t exist. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. My word. Are you aware of any other Federal 
program that has been this unresponsive to the wishes of Polk 
County Commissioners? 

Mr. Propes. Besides Endangered Species Act? No, we haven’t. 
And, actually, the other Federal programs, we’ve worked with a lot 
of Federal programs, and they’ve been very responsive to us. We 
may not always agree with the outcomes, but we get answers back, 
and they’re responsive. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. With the amount of opposition, why do you be- 
lieve that the river is still being considered for designation? 

Mr. Propes. Well, our Governor is in favor of the designation. 
But we were led to believe that if local areas opt out, that you 
could get out of it. And that was nothing that was told to us by 
any Federal agency. It was just different things we had read on it 
and information that we had received. And then, when we found 
out we couldn’t opt out locally, we went to our senator and Con- 
gressman, and they opted us out. And then we have heard that 
that doesn’t work either. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Well, they keep moving the goal post, and we 
keep trying to plant them. 
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Mr. Propes. Yes, that’s what it appears to be. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. I think, Commissioner, it might be awfully 
good if your Governor talked to some of his friends in Lane County. 
I’m very pleased that Lane County opted out. 

Mr. Propes. Yes. Lane County is a major county that would be 
affected — could be affected by this. If you read all of our — that’s our 
problem. We do not know what this means. All we know is that it’s 
another Federal program, and it has so few specifics in it and in 
the Federal Register, we just absolutely can’t tell. We’ve asked 
questions. Nobody can answer our questions. 

So we feel it’s better not to be in the program until we know 
what it is. If it’s a good program, we will be knocking on the door 
wanting in. But that’s the way Federal programs should be. They 
should be designed that if there’s a need in a local area for that 
Federal program, the local areas come after it. They shouldn’t be 
pushed down on this. 

Mrs. Chenoweth. Thank you very much. Commissioner. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Peterson. Thank you. 

I just thought I would share for the record here the words of 
Katie McGinty, Madam Chairman. I would like to offer some de- 
clarative statement about this program, because it’s helpful to clar- 
ify, I think, in simple terms what this is and what it is not. What 
it is it’s 100 percent voluntary. Communities don’t have to partici- 
pate. And after participating at any time, a community can opt out. 
It’s 100 percent locally driven. This is purely a bottom-up process, 
whether to participate in the plan for participation is completely 
under the control and in the hands of the local citizens. 

I think they’ve broken those rules already. 

In response to Mr. Cannon about could it be — these rivers be em- 
ployed politically, well, I would also remind us that a community — 
any community is not going to be a part of this program at all in 
order for that scenario to eventuate, unless they have elected to be- 
come a part of the program. So that, for example, if you have in 
mind that this is a political tool and places will be chosen around 
the country for political favor, that is, I think, pretty well precluded 
by the notion that it’s not top down, communities participate from 
the bottom up. 

And one more statement for the record here. 

Ms. McGinty — well, let me say several things. 

First of all, in terms of the veto, a Senator will have the right 
to exercise a veto as well as a Member of Congress in whose dis- 
trict this river or stretch of river might run. 

In addition, the Federal Register notice makes clear the authori- 
ties of the State and also the necessity of having State support. It 
itemizes, for example, letters of endorsement from not just local 
governments but State and tribal governments. It also makes clear, 
as it says here, of course, any projects identified in the nomination 
packet must undergo applicable State review process. 

After our conversation it also makes clear that the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative, for example, may not conflict with mat- 
ters of State and local government jurisdiction, and it goes on. 
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But it seems to me like her statement here that day — and she 
sat in the same chairs with Bruce Babbitt, if my memory is correct, 
at least the day I was here. 

I would like to commend you for your testimony. 

Ms. Chenoweth, do you have any further questions? 

Mrs. Chenoweth. No, Mr. Chairman, I have not. 

Mr. Peterson. I would like to thank you for traveling here and 
participating. 

I guess one final thought I might have, would a legislation that 
forces them to hold a large public hearing in each region before 
designating be something that would be helpful? 

Mr. Propes. It would be helpful. But I’m still not sure if every- 
body showed up and said we don’t want it that they still wouldn’t 
list us. It seems like there needs to be something that there is ac- 
tually a way not to get listed, if there is enough support for that. 

Mr. Peterson. There may be 200 votes for that. I’m not sure 
there’s 218. That’s our problem. We have some here with not much 
courage when it comes to going against those who have a plan for 
this country that we don’t happen to agree with. But it would seem 
like it would be less threatening to them that if they were at least 
forced to hold a well-described, good, thoughtful public hearing in 
each region, which would at least allow all of those, they should 
have the right to publicly state why they have concerns. 

Mr. Propes. That would certainly be better than the process 
we’ve gone through. 

Mr. Peterson. With no further advice from the real chairman, 
I would consider this hearing adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.] 
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Statement of Ron Arnold, Executive Vice President, Center for the 
Defense of Free Enterprise 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is Ron Arnold. I am tes- 
tifying as the executive vice president of the Center for the Defense of Free Enter- 
prise, a nonprofit citizen organization based in Bellevue, Washington. The Center 
has approximately 10,000 members nationwide, most of them in rural natural re- 
source industries. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to state that the Center does not accept government 
grants and has not received any government funds since the day it was established 
on American Bicentennial day, July 4, 1976. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you on behalf of our members for holding 
this hearing today. It is timely indeed. For the past year, at the urging of our in- 
creasingly concerned members, the Center has been conducting an in-depth study 
of Federal policy and rural communities. Our study, titled “Battered Communities,” 
is being released at this hearing. You will find it attached to my hearing statement. 

“Battered Communities” was co-sponsored by three other citizen groups, the 
American Land Rights Association, F.I.G.H.T. for Minnesota, and the Maine Con- 
servation Rights Institute. 

“Battered Communities” delves into serious matters of Federal policy as it affects 
rural community life. On page 5 we address the most obvious problem, the urban- 
rural prosperity gap — the spread in wages and unemployment between the richest 
and poorest counties within each of the 50 states. While urban America today enjoys 
an economic boom, rural counties are finding themselves choked to death by Federal 
restrictions designed to protect the environment from the people who live and work 
in the environment. 

The most disheartening aspect of the conflict over the environment is that rural 
goods producers ranchers, loggers, miners — are becoming a despised minority, mor- 
ally excluded from respect and human decency, even in Federal documents such as 
we see on page 7 in an Environmental Impact Statement characterizing miners as 
costly, destructive, stupid social misfits. 

Now we turn to the visible damage: Rural communities are besieged by a bewil- 
dering array of Federal policies forcing them to starve in the midst of plenty. These 
policies are listed in part on page 8. 

Mr. Chairman, let me call your attention to the most serious problem our study 
uncovered: the systematic effort of a triangle of interests to harness Federal policy 
to their own agenda, against natural resource goods producers. 

The Center has identified a small corps of activist Federal employees — from the 
highest levels to on-the-ground technicians — working to reshape Federal policy from 
within according to agendas that paralyze goods production in rural communities. 
Pages 13 through 17 discuss a few of these activist Federal employees. To see their 
impact, you will find on page 24 a chart of systematic timber sale appeals, filed in 
a coordinated pattern by a bevy of environmental groups. We found the frequent 
outcome was that the Forest Service simply withdrew the timber sale without even 
ruling on the appeal. The resulting mill closures are charted on page 25. 

This certainly appears to be undue influence. Yet that is not the whole story. 
These environmental groups were in many cases acting at the behest of their donors 
on grant-driven programs not designed by the environmental groups, but originating 
within grantmaking private foundations. We discovered, in documents such as this 
thick directory of environmental grantmaking foundations, a cluster of multi-million 
dollar campaigns designed to set public policy against logging, mining and ranching 
according to the private preferences of a few custodians of vast wealth. Some of 
these foundations do not even accept applications for grants, but design entire pro- 
grams of social change themselves and hand-pick the groups that will act as their 
agents, pushing non-profit laws to the edge. In the hands of these privileged people. 
Federal policy is being corrupted into a blunt instrument battering rural commu- 
nities. 

Mr. Chairman, these are serious charges. On page 35, the Center recommends 
that this Committee continue its adoption on this vital issue with a detailed inves- 
tigation of the causes behind America’s rural Battered Communities. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing on the anguish of rural 
America. 


Statement of John Conley, President, Concerned Alaskans for Resources 
AND Environment (CARE), Ketchikan, Alaska 


Mr. Chairman: 
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My name is John Conley, I am the president of Concerned Alaskans for Resources 
and Environment (CARE). I have also served six years on the Ketchikan Gateway 
Borough Assembly and manage three NAPA auto parts stores located in Ketchikan, 
Craig, and Wrangell Alaska. 

The passage of the Tongass Timber Reform Act of 1990 (TTRA) was to be the 
great compromise for the Tongass National Forest. TTRA was supposed to provide 
increased environmental protection as well as a sustainable forest products indus- 
try. I have witnessed the closing of two pulp mills in Southeast Alaska and several 
sawmills. At the same time I have witnessed increased funding of local environ- 
mental groups by tax exempt national foundations. 

These closings have greatly affected both my business and my community. In 
Ketchikan alone, we have lost over 544 forest product jobs, 144 retail and support 
jobs, and $40 million of local payroll. Today my company employs eight less people 
and its gross receipts have declined by $1.5 million. As I look toward the future I 
am extremely concerned about supporting my family and the families of the 30 re- 
maining employees in my stores. Access to natural resources is vital to Southeast 
Alaskans and is guaranteed by the Alaska Statehood Act. 

Environmental groups have stated that tourism can and will replace lost forest 
product industry jobs. Mr. Chairman, this is simply not true. Tourism is important 
to our local economy and throughout the state. I have supported and will continue 
to support this growing industry. However, it a seasonal industry providing only 
seasonal jobs; it does not provide families with the benefits of year round employ- 
ment. These jobs will also not replace the 25 percent return to our communities for 
education and transportation based on timber receipts. 

Mr. Chairman it has become obvious to many, that increased funding by national 
tax free environmental foundations to the local environmental industry leads to de- 
creased economic activity and local employment. The environmental industry states 
they support a value added timber industry for Southeast Alaska. Mr. Chairman, 
my community and I are confused because these same groups continue to object to 
harvest quantities adequate enough to sustain even a small value added forest prod- 
ucts industry. 

The Forest Service has a legal mandate to manage our national forests for mul- 
tiple uses which include timber production. The new land management plan for the 
Tongass (TLMP) drastically reduced the amount of land available for a long term 
sustainable timber industry in Southeast Alaska. Even with this massive reduction 
of the available sale quantity on the Tongass the environmental industry continues 
to fight timber production. This is not acceptable. At a minimum we need to sustain 
our current economy. Legal challenges orchestrated and financed by the national en- 
vironmental lobby continues to block multiple uses on the Tongass National Forest 
which is preventing our ability to maintain a stable economy. 

Mr. Chairman I believe it is time to make these teix exempt foundations that fund 
the environmental industry accountable. As a businessman if I were to provide 
money to someone which they in turn used to destroy another business that would 
be an illegal act under the RICO laws and I would be held accountable. Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the Committee, for the sake of my family and the families of 
my community I urge you to hold these foundations accountable. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee for the opportunity to 
testify today. 


Statement of Y. Leon Favreau, President, Multiple Use Association 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Resources for allow- 
ing me to express my views on the impact Federal land use policies could have on 
a rural community like mine. We agree with your statement that too often “Federal 
policies are developed from Washington, DC with little input from rural commu- 
nities that are most impacted.” 

My name is Leon Favreau, president and co-founder of the Multiple Use Associa- 
tion (QUA). Our 500-member group is based in Shelburne, NH, and has been in ex- 
istence since 1987. Most of our efforts go towards exposing the public to the truth 
about our nation’s forests. This is something that is dearly needed as too much bad 
information about forests is promulgated by our nation’s powerful environmental 
groups and by the media. Everybody says they want a good forest environment. To 
achieve this, however, we need to deal with the facts as they are and the truth as 
it is. You will soon see the results of some of our work when you receive an Ever- 
green Magazine issue on the Northern Forest Lands. We helped raise the funds 
needed for the production costs for the issue that will show the Northern Forest 
Lands as they are. 
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I am also president of Bethel Furniture Stock, Inc., a primary and secondary wood 
products manufacturing firm that produces component parts for the furniture indus- 
try. Our innovative wood bending process, introduced in 1986, has helped us become 
what may be this country’s largest custom bender of solid wood. The last title I will 
share with you is that of Chairman of the Budget Committee for the small town 
of Shelburne, NH. 

The concerns that I would like to express today have to do with S. 546, “The 
Northern Forest Stewardship Act.” As you may know, the so-called Northern Forest 
Lands (NFL) are comprised of 26 million acres of primarily private forest lands that 
span the state boundaries of Northern Maine, New Hampshire & Vermont and 
Eastern New York. The Stewardship Act purports to prevent harm from coming to 
these lands and its resident one million people. 

MUA supported the study performed by the Northern Forest Lands Council that 
tried to determine what constituted a threat to the forest. The report may have bro- 
ken new ground by showing so much concern for local people. 

The Stewardship Act, however, is different. It doesn’t follow the spirit of the 
Council’s work. We believe it will lead to greater Federal control over our local com- 
munities. The Council made it very clear they did not recommend increased control. 
While local communities participated in the NFL study, they haven’t participated 
in the preparation of this legislation. Local hearings are necessary to correct that. 

I know you have heard from some in the timber industry that support the Act. 
I’m here to tell you that most of us in the local timber industry are against it. We 
understand that this is just another step down a slippery slope that will mean it 
will be even more difficult for us to do business in the NFL area. Increasing the 
focus on government land and easement acquisition, which the Act does, will mean 
a reduction in the availability of timber. 

A good local example of what happens when the government owns forest-land is 
to look at the recent occurrences of the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF). 
In less that 10 years, the harvest level has been reduced from a one half of sus- 
tained growth to a quarter. No one is confident even that low level will be main- 
tained. For the town of Shelburne, it used to be considered an asset to have close 
to half its land in the WMNF. Now it reduces our teix base and local employment. 

Since the NFL Council’s report found that our varied forests really weren’t threat- 
ened, one needs to ask, why all this national interest in our 26 million acres? There 
was never any local groundswell to put more Federal or State controls on these pri- 
vate lands. Nor was there any local groundswell for more government land pur- 
chases. Instead, this drive to change local land use comes from a vision concocted 
for us by our elite from national environmental and charitable foundation commu- 
nities. They initially promoted as examples to be copied for our area, controlled 
“greenline” areas such as the Federal Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area and the 
New York State Adirondack Park. 

The term “greenline” has now been discredited in the NFL area, partially because 
we brought out a mayor from the Columbia River Gorge who gave a devastating de- 
scription of what it was like living and working at home in his elite controlled area. 
Widely distributed copies of his talk had a chilling effect. Greens no longer mention 
the term greenline, but there is no doubt in my mind that is still their goal for those 
of us who live and work in the NFL area. 

Consider the following: 

1. The Wilderness Society sponsored a closed conference for forest activists in 
Bethel, Maine, November of 1990 and greenlining was on the agenda. Attached 
is material from this meeting. It is telling they called greenlining a “game.” The 
elite is playing a game with our livelihoods. At this same meeting, an Executive 
Vice-President of the National Audubon said be wanted to take the northern 
forest “all back,” and he encouraged attendees to “be unreasonable . . . you can 
do it ... today’s hearsay is tomorrow’s wisdom ... it happens over and over 
again.” So much for promoting the truth. 

2. At a meeting held in Lincoln, NH in April of 1991, a prominent member of 
both the environmental and foundation communities said he had visited all the 
greenline areas (and he named them) and he agreed that none of them work, 
but he said he “just knew we could make it work here.” He said this in response 
to my criticism of the land and people control system of greenlining. He labeled 
my thinking as bunker mentality. He also said that the environmental commu- 
nity had $100 million to spend on trying to achieve their goals for the Northern 
Forest Lands. Given the number of known grants given to the environmental 
associations that comprise the Northern Forest Alliance and by observing all 
their efforts, we believe this is possible. This individual’s statement on funds 
took on added meaning when we later learned he served at the time on the 
board of the Environmental Grantmakers Association (EGA). 
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3. Tapes of the October 1992 EGA meeting off the coast of the State of Wash- 
ington revealed its interest in the NFL area. These same tapes revealed some 
interesting information about the discrepancy between what they knew about 
wise use groups and the information they were promoting about them. 

History has shown that when greens take a special interest in certain legislation 
or regulation, it doesn’t end up used as was intended, but to further their goals. Two 
examples that come to mind are the Endangered Species Act and regulations on 
wetlands. Nobody intended for them to be used as they have. The green’s substan- 
tial political, financial and bureaucratic clout allows them to change intents. 

S. 546, I believe, will do nothing to help our rural communities. Almost everything 
in the Act is already occurring at some level. It will be another tool to help the 
greens and their funding foundations further their land use control goals, which I 
believe is “greenlining and much more government ownership.” If the Act is passed, 
the local citizen’s fight to maintain his or her land use rights and way of life will 
be raised to a higher and more difficult level. Senator Leahy isn’t helping his con- 
stituents who live in Vermont’s NFL area when he continually tries to attach the 
Act to other pieces of Senate legislation. I ask you to think of people like me when 
you consider whether to pass on a companion House bill. 



41 


J//'/ 

06:0 Sr 

2 0*2 ~ ^ Z^ — “j j 

MAINE NORTHERN FOREST LANDS 
ACTIVISTS WORKSHOP 

November 10-11, 1990 
Bethel, Maine 

ORGANIZER: The Wilderness Society. 

SPONSORS: The Wilderness Society, Siena Qub, National Audubon Society, Maine Audubon 
Society, Natural Resources Council of Maine, Sportsman's Alliance of Maine, Maine 
AFL-CIO, Maine Sporting Camp Association, National Wildlife Federation. 

MAJOR FUNDERS: Recreational Equipment, Inc., The Wilderness Society, Sierra Club, 

Joe Hill Charitable Trust. 

Saturday. November 10 

9:00 - 9:15 AM Registration (at Bethel Inn Conference Building). 

9:30 - 10:30 AM Inspirational Kick-off: 

Welcome and introductions: Ron Tipton (The Wilderness Society). 

A look at the hidden forces shaping the face of the Maine Woods: 

Dale Wheaton (Maine Sporting Camp Association). 

Looking within for the strength to create a vision and to give it life: 

Gary Lawless (Bioregional Congress, poet). 

10:45 AM - 12 N Context: what has happened recently and what is happening now in Maine's 
northern forest lands: 

Oven/iew of recent history of Northern Forest Lands (NFL) and upcoming 
regional and federal activities that affect the Maine Woods: Michael Kellett 
and Mike Francis (The Wilderness Society). 

Overview of recent and upcoming local and state conservation efforts that 
influence the Maine Wo^: Jerry Bley (NRCM consultant). 

Questions from participants to presenters. 

12 N - 1:00 PM Lunch — Bethel Inn dining room. (Participants arc encouraged to register for 
their Inn room at front desk of Bethel Inn by 1 PM.) 

1:00 -.1:30 PM - Wild No More? New Wilderness Society Maine Woods video (C)onf Bldg). 

1:30 - 2:30 PM Exciiange of Strategies and Areas of Importance: 

Refresher on the natural resource values such as the major watersheds, wildlife 
areas and gem lakes of the Maine Woods: Jody Jones (ME Audubon So). 

Overview of land ownership patterns, land uses and trends in the Maine Woods 
portion of the Northern Forest Lands: Lloyd Irland (The Irland Group). 

Summary of specific strategies planned by organizations and individuals for the 
next year: Priscilla Chapman (Sierra Club). 

Questions from participants to presenters. 
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2:30 - 2:40 PM - Break. 

2:45 - 3:45 PM Working Together I -- The Map Game 

In subgroups, participants will discuss the geographic areas, resources and values 
in the Maine Woods most important to them. 

3:50 - 4:30 PM Briefing by each subgroup to the foil group on the results of the Map Game. 

5:00 - 5:30 PM Concurrent sessions: 

A. Beyond the Beauty Strip — a visual presentation of forest practices: 

Mitch Lansky, Citizen Activist. 

B. Greenlining: Is It Needed? Leon Favreau, Multiple Use Association. 

C NAS Northern Forest Lands Policy Committee meeting: Nancy Chandler, 

National Audubon Society. 

6:00 - 7:00 PM Social Hour — Bethel Inn Tavern. 

7:00 - 8:30 PM Dinner - South Dining Room of the Inn. 

8:30 - 9:30 PM The importance of grassroots involvement and how different interests /uive worked 
together to achieve common conservation goals in other areas: 

Brock Evans (National Audubon Society) and 

Hazel Wolf (Settle Audubon Society and Editor of Outdoor West). 

Sunday. November 11 

7:00 - 8:00 AM Breakfast ~ South Dining Room of the Inn. 

8:(X) - 9:00 AM Greenline experiences in the New Jersey Pinelands, Columbia River Gorge, 

Adirondack Park, Jackson Hole, Great Briiian and Maine Woods: Drew ^rkin 
(National Park Service consultant), Glenn Eugsier (federal greenline 
expert) and Alec Giffen (land use consultant, former LURC Director) 

9:00 AM - 12 N Working Together II — The Greenline Game: 

In subgroups, panicipanis will create a greenline proposal for Maine’s nonhem 
forest lands that could be implemented over the next 25 years. 

12 N - 1:30 PM Lunch ~ Bethel Inn dining room. 

1:30 -2:15 PM Reports from the Greenline Came: 

Each sub^oup reports to the full group on the ouicome of their'Grcenline Game. 

2:30 • 3:45 PM Outreach, Eduction and Research:: 

Discussion of ways to involve more people, share information, and build a strong 
activist network; review of issues where more information and research is needed; 
suggestions for specific next steps and joint efforts such as a conference: 

Tom Nannery (Sportsman's Alliance of Maine) and 
Jyra St. Pierre (The Wilderness Society). 

Ideas and questions &om participants. 

3:45- 4:00 PM Wrap-up 



43 


THE GREENLINE GAME 

11/11/90 


Introduction 

The ereenlinc approach to land conservation offers tremendous flexibiiiiy. Typically it 

incorporates a blend of acquisition, regulatory, tax, and land management strategies administered 
by a partnership of local/siaie/fcderal governments according to a regional plan in order to protect 
the public interest in significant areas of mixed private and public ownership. The trick ts to tind 
the appropriate blend. 

Ohiective of the Game 

Each subgroup will create a greenline proposal for Maine's norihcm forest lands that could be 
implemented over the next ^ years. There is, of course, no single correct plan. The principal 
objectives are to think critically about the advantages and disadvantage of the many possible 
approaches and to gain an appreciation for the interests of other participants. 

Definitions of Greenline 

"Living landscapes wherein private ownership, existing communities and tradiuonal land uses can 
be maintained even as their outstanding public values are protected." (Little, Greenline Parks in 
Proceedings: Greenline and Urbanline Parks Conference, 1 983 . ) 

"A large, scenic landscape area which is protected by law and regulation from being overtaken by 
unplanned development to the extent that it retains its natural, scenic, or historic attnbuies; the area 
is often in productive use by traditionally low-impact, land-oriented industries, like lishing, 
farming, ranching, or timbering; the protections for such a landscape are cooperatively arranged 
and managed by citizens and agencies on the local, state, and federal levels, usually through a joint 
commission," (Corbett, Greenline Parks: Lattd Consen’oiion Trends for the Eighnes and Beyond, 
1983.) 

"Greenlines are large land areas that are protected through a partnership of local, federal 

governments under a coordinated regional plan." (Yaro, "The Greenline Approach in Normern 
Forest Lands Study, 1990.) 

Questions to be Addressed in C reating the Greenline 

Each subgroup should outline the general land conservation strategies, incentive strategics and land 
management strategies necessary to implement the subgroup's greenline proposal (see Available 
Strategies below). Each subgroup should also prepare a budget lo pay for and a campaign plan to 
implement the greenline proposal. The following questions should be addressed: 

1. What arc the geographic boundaries of the greenline area(s)? 

2. Under what flur/iority is the greenline established? For instance: 

*siate legislation 
•state executive order 
•federal legislation 
•federal-state agreement 
•other 
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3. Who would administer the grecnline? For instance: 

•stale agency(s) 

•regional agency(s) 

•federal agencyfs) 

•local agcncy(s) 

•other 

4. What land conservation, incentive and management strategies would be used (see Available 

Strategies bdow)? In what priority mix? 

5. What is the desired land ownership mix(%) within the greenline of : 

•public ownership 

•private conservation ownership 

•private (commercial, industrial, residential) ownership 

6. Assuming a requirement (slate or federal) that areas within the greenline must be placed within 

the following use categories, where would the areas be and what percentage of total area 
would each comprise: 

•commercial/industrial forest 

•wildland preserve 

•town/communiiy 

•dispersed residential/recreational 

•otbtt: military, power corridor, other industrial 

7. What is the bucket of the greenline proposal over 25 years (assuming today's costs and 

without inflation)? For instance, estimate costs for as many of the strategies selected as 
possible (subgroup leaders have a list of average costs for many of the strategies). 

8. What are the sources of the funding for the greenline? For instance: 

•existing government sources 
•new state sources 
•new federal sources 
•private conservation sources 
•other 

What strings, if any, are attached to these sources of funding? 

9. Assuming that a regional (ME, NH, VT, NY) Northern Forest Lands Council is established, 

whicn and how many representatives are on the council? For instance: 

•sute government 
•federal government 
•local government 
•landowners 
•conservationists 
•other 

10. What authority does the regional council have? For instance: 

•approval of greenline plans 

•establishing minimum land use standards for the states 
•coordination of state greenline activities 
•education 
•other 
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11. What are \ht advantages and disadvantages ot yout proposal to each of the following 
interesis? 

• forest landowners 
•mill workers 
•sportsmen and women 
•woodsworkers 

•visitors from outside (he region 
•a family from southern Maine 
•electric utilities 
•state legislators 

•state regulators and land managers 

•US congressional reps from outside the region who must justify federal expenditures to 
this part of the country 
•federal agmcies 

•recreational businesses who depend on llsheries, clean rivers and wildlife 
•local communities trying to encourage economic growth 
•conservationists 

•other industrial interests (power utilities, mining, communications etc.) 

•the military 

Available Strategies 

Following are strategies that have been suggested for use in the Northern Forest Lands. Feet free 
to come up with other CTeative ideas. 

Available land conservation strategies: 

1. land acquisition (full-fee acquisition) 

2. conservation easements (less than fee acquisition) 

3. land use planning and regulation, e.g.: 

* rural cluster and open space community planning 

* existing use zoning 

* transfer of development rights 

4. regulatory programs protecting specific resources and restricting certain activities 

5. rolling leases that are renegotiated every 5 years where conservation values of land arc 

purchased, traded, or donated for a period of 25 years 

6. right of first refusal 

Available incentive strategies: 

7. a gains ux applied to the sales of land when the percent of gain is high and the holding 

lime is short (land speculation tax) 

8. landowners who agree to not subdivide or develop land for 25 years would be able to 

deduct 20% from (heir taxable gain on the sale of limber 

9. family landowners who commit to continue forest management for 25 years would have 

land assessed on (he basis of current use for estate and inheritance tax purposes 

10. investments in resource-based industry within designated areas receive a federal income 

tax credit 

11. investments in forest land would be given tax credits upon a pledge of no development 

for 25 years 

12. landowners who agree to not develop their land for 25 years may deduct timber 

management costs against ordinary income 

13. in return for property taxes based on current use values, landowners must commit to 

maintaining land in current use for 25 years (tree growth tax) 

14. elimination of the income tax deduction for interest on second home mortgages 

15. tax break on gains from land sales to conservation agencies or organizations 
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Available public land management strat^ies: 

16. state public reserved lands unit 

17. state park 

18. state wildlife management area 

19. new state management units 

20. national forest 

21. national park 

22. national wildlife refuge 

23. combination of local, state and federal 

24. other 


Time 

Three hours have been allotted for this exercise. If the subgroup spends an average of 15 minutes 
on each of the questions above there should be a few minutes to review and wrap up at the end. 
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Multipl* Um Association 
332 North Road 
ShoUHimo, N.H. 03981 


ToL 207-e36-2824 
Fax 207<838>2200 


June 16J998 



The Honorable Helen Chenoweth 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Conunittee on Resources 
1 727 Longwoith Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Representative Chenoweth: 

1 greatly appreciate you allowing me to testify in front of the Committee on Resources 
June 9, 1998. Those of us from the east who are concerned about access to natural 
resources sometimes tiiink some western legislators, such as you, are more helpful to us 
than are the members of our own delegations. Be assured we appreciate your efforts. 

The Northern Forest Lands issue first came about because of the fear of what would 
happen to 976,000 acres of land that were put up for sale by the Diamond International 
Corporation. Greens and some politician predicted that huge portions of Diamond land 
would be developed. A mechanism, they said, was needed to keep that from happening 
with other lands in the future and that is why the Northern Forest Lands Council was 
formed and that is why the Northern Forest Stewardship Act was written. 

Enclosed is a pie chart that shows what happened to these former Diamond lands. As 
you can sec, only 7,000 acres were develop^ but 166,000 went to “conservation.” The 
conservation portion is the real problem becuise much of that wiU never be used for 
resources and much of it is restricted to recreaticm. If this outcome occurred without the 
Stewardship Act mechanism, it's hard to ima^ what would have happened with it. 
Certainly the conservation portion would have been much, much larger. 1 thought you 
might be interested in this infomiation to add to the iitformation supplied with my 
testimony. 

Again, we appreciate you efrbits and let us know if we can be of service. We request that 
this letter be included in the Congressional Record. 



President 


Promotw HtHhy Fontts ■ Support Multiple U»e 
Forea^, R»e/e»Uen, W/Irtlife 
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Juna 19, 1998 


New Mexico Cattle Growers' Association 

2231 RIO GRANDE BLVD . N W • ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 87104 
RO. BOX 7S17 . ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 87194 
TELEPHONE (SOS) 247-05B4 • FAX (505) 642-1766 • E-MAIL NMCGA®RT66.COM 


The Honorable Don Young, Chairman 
U.S. House Committee on Natural Resources 
1324 LHOB 

Washington, D C. 20515 FAX: 202/225-6128 


Dear Chairman Young: 

Let me first thank your for the opportunity to speak to your Committee last week about 
the abuse we in the West are suffering at the hands of the federal government and 
radical environmentalists. As you know, these acts art taking place in the name of the 
Endangered Species Act. but are really nothing more than an attempt to gain control of 
the land. 


As I mentioned in my written testimony, outsiders are funding many of these so-called 
citizen lawsuits. However, I neglected to request that my source for this information be 
included in the official record. That source was an Albuquerque Journal story written 
by Mike Taugher for the August 3, 1997 issue titled ’Charitits Support Local Activists: 
Tax Returns Reveal Donors . " I would greatly appreciate it if you could include the article 
in the official record. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of ttils request and thank you again for the 
opportunity to enlighten your Committee and Congress to the terrible plight our families 
are currently in. 


Sincerely, 



BOB FROST. PRESIDEIVr. S«n Jon. NM B CAR6N COWAN. EXECUTIVE SecneXXRY. AJbuqj»fQU*. NM 
JIMMY R. BASON. FIRSrvfCERNESfOENr. Hflaboro. NM • PHIL H. BIDSOain, VCE PRES/OENT Tucumcari. NM 
BRUCeOAVtS. VICE PRESIDENT. EagMNwi, NM # DON L.(BCBO) LEE. VICE PRESIDENT. AiVKOQOKio. HU 
OLIVER (SATO) LEE, VICE PRESIDENT. Mounlalnalr. NM • R.B. WHITE. SECRETARY/TREASURER. Albuquarque. NM 
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Rio Arriba 

Land Advocacy Pag* 


Return to Rio Arriba Home 


Charities Support Local Activists: 
Tax Returns Reveal Donors 


By Mike Taugher Albuquerque Journal Sunday, August 3, 1997 

One of the nation's largest charities has poured hundreds of thousands of dollars into an effort to 
preserve forests in New Mexico and Arizona 

Grants from the Pew Charitable Trust represent by far the most money given in recent years to the 
most visible environmental activist groups in the region, according to a review of tax returns filed 
by several of those organizations 

The Philadelphia-based charity has given $225,000 in each of the last three years to the Southwest 
Forest Alliance. 

The alliance, which was formed as a result of Pew funding, was set up to raise the profile of forest 
protection efforts in the Southwest, to increase the political potency of forest activists and to 
increase coordination among activist groups. 

Today, it claims 55 organizations and 50,000 individuals as members. 

Donations main funding 

Tax returns reviewed by the Journal showed that donations -- and not membership dues, interest or 
other sources ~ provide the lion's share of funding for regional environmental organizations. 
Contributions provided about 92 percent of the funding for five such groups in 1995, the last year 
for which all of the groups filed completed tax returns. 

After Pew, which gave $225,000 to the alliance in 1995, the most money given to forest activists in 
the region’that year was $55,500 that was divided among several groups by the Levinson 
Foundation. 

Charlotte Talberth, the wife of Santa-Fe based Forest Guardians director John Talberth, runs the 
foundation set up by her family. 

In another targe grant, the National Audobon Society gave $44,468 to the Forest Conseivation 
Council in Santa Fe John Talberth, who was director of the Forest Conservation Council until it 
merged last year with Forest Guardians, said that money passed through Audobon from the W 
Alton Jones Foundation The money was to pay for development of maps used to determine areas 
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where conservation efforts should be focused. 

In 1994, the Turner Foundation by media mogul Ted Turner, gave $25,000 each to Forest 
Guardians and the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity. And Tony Mertin, an environmental 
advocate who died, left $78,000 for the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity that same year. 

The Journal asked for tax returns from the Forest Alliance, Forest Guardians, the Forest 
Conservation Council, the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity and the Southwest Research 
and Information Center. 

The Southwest Research and Information Center is involved in a wide range of issues -- from 
nuclear waste and mining to border issues and environmental and social justice. 

The Journal also asked for returns from the Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties for St^le 
Economic Growth, which supports county rights and the interest of loggers, miners, and ranchers. 

Finally three national organizations with a New Mexico presence were asked for tax returns The 
Nature Conservancy, the Sierra Club and People for the West, which supports logging, mining and 
ranching on public lands. 

The regional organization took in annual revenues of 570,000 to about $250,000. Full-time staff 
members at regional organizations generally arc paid between $12,000 and $25,000. 

In New Mexico, the Nature Conservancy has an annual operating budget of around $600,000. In 
the fiscal year that ended July 1996, the conservancy acquired $1.1 million worth of new lands in 
the state, bringing its land assets in New Mexico to $3.8 million 

The Sierra Club's Rio Grande Chapter, which includes New Mexico and the county of El Paso, 
Texas, has a budget of roughly $45,000. 

In New Mexico, People for the West has a single part-time field coordinator based in Deming. She 
earns about $12,000 according to People for the West spokesmen Joe Snyder 

The Southwest Center for Biological Diversity has 13 staff members 

"The reason why we can have so many people on staff is we have a bunch of dedicated people who 
arc willing to work for not a lot of money," said Kieran Suckling, who earns $12,000 a year as the 
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity's director and highest-paid employee. He said he has no 
other sources of income. 

"A lot of people live at the office We have people who actually sleep in the offices where they 
work," Suckling said. 

Forest Guardians President Sam Hitt lives in Santa Fe and was paid $20,000 in 1995 

“It's a difficult way to make a living and I have a hard time recommending it to anyone," Hitt said. 

Lawyers work for free 

The Southwest Center for Biological Diversity has sued to get Endangered Species Act protection 
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for Mexican spotted owls. It has used lawsuits to stop losing on national forests in the Southwest 
for most of the past two years, and it has sued for protection of numerous other species of plants 
and animals. Those lawsuits can directly affect log^ng, grazing and water management. 

But it only paid $2,201 in legal expenses in 1995. 

"We don't pay our lawyers at all," Suckling said 

All of the reported legal expenses were for filing fees, postage and other ancillary costs. Suckling 
said. 

All of the reported legal expenses were for filing fees, postage and other ancillary costs. Suckling 
said. 

"The reason the law is set up that way is the government pays if it loses. The citizen is the one that 
is helping enforce US laws," he added. 

By contrast, the Coalition of Counties pays its lawyers out of its own pocket. It paid $37,545 in 
legal fees in 1996 - the coalition's 1995 tax return lacked detail on legal expenses. 

Coalition of Counties spokesman Howard Hutchinson was critical that environmental advocates 
have not had to pay for their lawyers. 

"We've got to make those payments to our legal counsel as we are billed," he said. The 
environmental groups should be doing it the same way." 

Keeping donors secret 

Although the law allows non-profit organizations to withhold the names of their contributors from 
the public, every organization that was asked for that information provided it except for People for 
the West. 

Snyder, the People for the West spokesman, spoke in general terms about the group's donors. Sixty 
percent of its 1 995 revenue came from membership dues. More than half of the $280,000 in 
donations received by the group in 1995 came from the mining industry, 

Snyder said it's been getting easier for People for the West to attract donor money, but he said the 
organization sometimes get tagged as radical because of something one of its members does. For 
example, Dick Carver, a Nye County, Nev , official who was credited with re-igmting a sagebrush 
rebellion in the early 1990s when he illegally bulldozed a government road, turned out to be 
member of People for the West, Snyder said 

"No one wants to fund a radical. We've had to prove ourselves," Snyder said. 

People for the West was organized in 1988 to represent loggers faced with timber sale cutbacks on 
national forests in the Pacific Northwest. The organization broadened to push for logging, mimng 
and ranching interests on public lands. 


Today, the mining industry plays a big role 
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Statement of R. Edmund Gomez, New Mexico State University, Cooperative 

Extension Service, Rural Agricultural Improvement and Public Affairs 

Project, Alcalde, New Mexico 

Statement made and exhibits presented to the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives Committee on Resources on the impact of Federal land use policies 
on rural communities, June 9, 1998. 

The use of communal lands in northern New Mexico dates back over four hundred 
years. These same lands are now considered Public lands and the descendants of 
the indigenous people and the first settlers have continued to utilize them for as 
many generations. The people of northern New Mexico rely on these Public lands 
for economic, cultural, social and spiritual survival. Federal land use policy without 
community input may adversely affect the survival of rural communities in northern 
New Mexico. 

My name is Edmund Gomez and I live in Alcalde, New Mexico. I speak on behalf 
of my neighbors, friends, and family who rely heavily on Public lands for economic, 
cultural, social and spiritual survival. As an active member of the USDA Commis- 
sion on Small Farms which was commissioned by Mr. Dan Glickman, USDA Sec- 
retary of Agriculture in July of 1997, I also speak on behalf of small farmers and 
ranchers from rural communities across the country who rely on Public lands for 
economic survival. 

The purpose of the USDA Commission on Small Farms was to recommend to the 
Secretary of Agriculture a national strategy to ensure the continued viability of 
small farms and ranches and for the Commission to determine a course of action 
for USDA to recognize, respect and respond to their needs (Exhibit A: National 
Commission on Small Farms, A TIME TO ACT, 1998). 

Communal land use by residents of New Mexico and the Southwest has historical 
roots dating back to 1598. During Spanish colonial settlement, community land 
grants were granted by Spain and later Mexico to groups of settlers and Native 
American Pueblos in New Mexico and the Southwest (Exhibit B: Torrez, THE EN- 
DURING LEGACY OF SPANISH AND MEXICAN LAND GRANTS IN NEW MEX- 
ICO, 1998). Many of these tracts of land are currently held as Public lands by the 
USDA Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management. Descendants of the 
Spanish and Mexican land grants have continually utilized these lands for livestock 
grazing, fuel wood, hunting, and timber harvesting as well as a source of watershed 
for domestic, livestock and agricultural use (Exhibit C: Meyer, THE CONTEM- 
PORARY SIGNIFICANCE OF THE TREATY OF GUADALUPE HIDALGO TO 
LAND USE ISSUES IN NORTHERN NEW MEXICO, 1998). 

New Mexico ranks forty ninth in per capita income. The northern counties of New 
Mexico are some of the poorest in respect to per capita income in the country. Over 
50 percent of the land base in New Mexico is owned by the Federal Government. 
Many of the residents of northern New Mexico including the Native American Pueb- 
los own very small parcels of land. Some sociologists attribute the correlation of pov- 
erty to the proportion of private versus Public land ownership. Many of these Public 
lands were once owned by the ancestors of these rural communities. 

Livestock production represents over 85 percent of all agricultural income in 
northern New Mexico. The average livestock producer in northern New Mexico owns 
twenty head of cattle and utilizes Public lands. Within the past fifty years, from 30 
to 60 percent of the traditional savanna grasslands in the Carson and Santa Fe Na- 
tional Forests have been lost to woody shrub and tree encroachment due almost en- 
tirely to fire suppression, thus causing loss of livestock and wildlife habitat and eco- 
nomic stability within rural communities. The snow ball effect. Some groups who 
desire to eliminate livestock grazing from Public lands claim that ranchers are be- 
coming rich off of Public lands (Exhibit D: Wolff, THE CITY SLICKER’S GUIDE 
TO WELFARE RANCHING IN NEW MEXICO, 1998). I have yet to meet a wealthy 
indigenous rancher from northern New Mexico and I have lived there all of my life. 

Many of the residents of northern New Mexico, including Indian Pueblos, rely on 
Public lands for fuel wood and timber harvesting as did their ancestors. A large per- 
centage of these residents utilize fuel wood as their only source of heat and cooking 
fuel. In 1994 a special interest group filed a litigation suit based on the Endangered 
Species Act with the USDA Forest Service on behalf of the Mexican Spotted Owl 
on the Carson National Forest. In 1996 a Federal Court restricted all harvest of tim- 
ber and fuel wood on the Carson National Forest until the Forest complied with the 
Endangered Species Act. This action prevented local residents from obtaining fuel 
wood for heating and cooking. Many families endured a very cold winter that year 
because of this inhumane action. Incidentally, the Mexican Spotted Owl has never 
been historically documented as living within the Carson National Forest. 
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Why do indigenous people continue to live in northern New Mexico rural commu- 
nities? The indigenous people of northern New Mexico speak seven languages, in- 
cluding English. They have retained their culture, tradition, social values and spir- 
ituality. They were the first and continue to be the true environmentalists of the 
land, utilizing the sustainable practices that have fed and clothed their children for 
many generations; always returning more than they take. The pristine beauty of the 
land remains intact and attracts a new wave of settlers every year. Rural commu- 
nities in northern New Mexico work and live as a family. This social and cultural 
custom has given support during adverse situations and has allowed them to raise 
their children with the same values that have been sacred to the people for many 
generations. 

Congress has passed legislation dealing with Public land policy and environ- 
mental issues that were deemed necessary and essential, but a one size fits all pol- 
icy does not work for all Public land situations. Congress has overlooked the endan- 
gered rural communities and their struggle for survival and a traditional way of life. 
We are just as important as the other endangered species Congress is protecting. 
Rural communities were excluded when Congress developed policy that would ulti- 
mately affect their livelihood. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, please 
find ways of amending the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act so that 
they will provide for the protection of the environment as they were intended and 
not to be used as loopholes for special interest groups who continue to file litigation 
against the USDA Forest Service in an effort to promote their own agenda. Provide 
Congressional provisions to establish local community based Public land manage- 
ment boards which will determine the management objectives for the local Public 
land base and would include both environmental and economic considerations. This 
process will insure that rural communities who traditionally rely on the land for 
survival will be included in the policy decision process for their region. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I extend an invitation to visit with 
us in northern New Mexico so that you may first hand meet real people who have 
utilized Public lands for over four hundred years. Who depend on these lands for 
survival and the real people who have retained their culture and spirituality be- 
cause of their harmony with the land. Please accept my invitation before the rural 
communities of northern New Mexico have become extinct; 

Thank you. 


Statement of Hugh B. McKeen 

Chairman Young and members of the Committee, first let me thank you for the 
opportunity to speak before you today, although this is the last place I want to be 
today or any day. My name is Hugh B. McKeen and I am from Glenwood, New Mex- 
ico, where I live with my wife Margie, my mother Emma Jo, my brother Bob, his 
wife Donna, and their two children. 

We are a family ranching operation that has been part of Southwestern New Mex- 
ico since 1888 when my grandfather settled there. Our land holdings are made up 
of state, private and Federal lands that are co-mingled to make up a ranching unit 
that supports eight people as well as providing part of the economic base for Catron 
County and rural New Mexico. 

We earn everything we have. Margie and I raised four children off the ranching 
operation. We do not have Federal or company insurance and retirement plans. We 
do not get paid vacations. We pay our taxes and we’ve never been on welfare. 

In addition to owning the ranch, I have served as a Commissioner for Catron 
County, so I have first hand knowledge of what is happening in rural areas of my 
state, as well as the rest of the West. 

I was asked to come here and speak about the impacts of the Federal land use 
policies on rural communities. My personal dealings with Federal land management 
agencies have been with the U.S. Forest Service. 

We were raised to take pride in our country and our government. Bob and I both 
served in the U.S. Army. Bob was a paratrooper. Once we might have considered 
ourselves a partner with the Forest Service, working to protect and preserve the 
land so we could pass it on to the next generation in better shape than it was 
passed to us. 

That hasn’t been the case for quite a long time. Not only are we not a partner, 
but we are THE enemy. We have learned to distrust and fear the government that 
we were raised to believe was of the people, by the people, and for the people. 

On one hand, I can agree with the radical environmentalists who are suing the 
agencies left and right. The government has not done a good job of managing the 
land. Our forests are in terrible shape. They are powder kegs waiting to explode 
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with such force that after the fires are over; the land will be useless to anyone. The 
fuel load in most Southwestern forests today compares with parking 20 or 30 fuel 
tankers on the land and setting them on fire. Additionally, this growth depletes our 
underground water sources, adversely affects watershed quality and quantity, and 
increases parasites and diseases. 

But that is not the fault of livestock grazing or logging or recreational use and 
the demise of these industries will not solve the problem. It will only get worse. Un- 
less and until the Forest Service undertakes an aggressive management program 
that stops choking the forests with too many small trees that don’t allow full matu- 
rity of any trees, that prohibits the growth of natural forage to provide habitat for 
wildlife and livestock, the situation is only going to get worse. 

However, the radical environmentalists aren’t suing the government to protect the 
land. They are suing the government to control the land and the government is 
working right along side them. 

I have had numerous run-ins with the Forest Service over the past several years 
and I am currently involved in several lawsuits involving the Forest Service. In 
1995 in renewing my term grazing permit, which is for ten years, the Forest Service 
not only didn’t do the studies they said they had on our allotment, they didn’t even 
know what was private property and what was government lands. AND they fal- 
sified data. AND they shredded positive information. 

Even though they finally admitted that they had false information, the Forest 
Service refused to correct the record because the studies had been completed and 
filed. 

Because I knew what these changes in our operation would do to our ability to 
feed our families, I initially refused to sign the permit, although I had a time frame 
in which to come to a final decision. Our operation is financed by the Farmers Home 
Administration (FHA). Prior to the time was up for me to sign the permit, the For- 
est Service contacted FHA and told them I would not have a permit. 

I immediately received foreclosure notice from FHA. I was forced to sign the per- 
mit, which I did, noting that the signature was under duress. I am now part of a 
coalition of 26 permittees in New Mexico and Arizona who are suing the Forest 
Service for the changes in our permits that will put us out of business. One lady 
from Arizona had her permit cut by 80 percent and her season of use by one month. 
What are we supposed to do with our cattle for a month? You can’t just stop feeding 
them and stack them up in a warehouse until the Forest Service decides to let us 
on to country that we have used for generations. 

Why did the Forest Service make these radical changes? Because they were afraid 
they MIGHT be sued and because they have a computer model and aerial and/or 
satellite photographs that tell them there MIGHT be a problem. In Federal District 
Court last month, the Interdisciplinary Team Leader who was in charge of these 
cuts admitted that the team spent a day and half on the ground actually looking 
at the tens of thousands of acres of land before making these decisions. He also ad- 
mitted that many of the decisions made were done solely by he and his wife. 

We spent a little over a day-and-half last month in Las Cruces on a motion for 
preliminary injunction to stop the Forest Service from implementing their decisions 
until the merits of our case have been heard. I was shocked to see 18 Federal em- 
ployees on hand for the first day of this hearing. Only 15 showed up for the second 
day. 

My family and fellow permittees had to take time away from our operations to 
defend ourselves against the government. We were not paid for the time we spent 
in court, nor were our expenses paid for us to drive to or stay in Las Cruces for 
the hearing. But our tax dollars paid for the time and expenses of all of these folks. 
What was even more frustrating is that with all those people sitting there, the gov- 
ernment was represented by only two attorneys who called only three witnesses. 
What were those other 10 guys for and how much did they cost us? 

We hear constant whining about how the agencies don’t have enough money to 
do their jobs properly. And some of it may be justified. The Endangered Species Act 
and the Clean Water Act are certainly proving to be unfunded mandates. These 
laws provide for citizen lawsuits that allow radicals to sue the agencies at every 
turn for not meeting the letter of the law. 

There probably isn’t enough money in the entire Federal Government to pay for 
the things the radical environmentalists want, and in that respect we can sym- 
pathize with the agencies. But the agencies working in concert with the greens to 
put working American teixpayers out of business isn’t going to solve the problem. 
It isn’t going to protect the land or the wildlife and it isn’t going to help the govern- 
ment. 

Evidence of the Forest Service’s collusion with the radicals is the new proposed 
amendment for the Forest Plan for the Southwestern Region. This document has the 
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power not only to eliminate grazing from National Forests, but all human use. One 
prize quote in the document that even the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture cannot de- 
fine reads: 

“Allow no activities that slow or prevent progression of potential habitat (habitat 
within 10 years of becoming suitable) toward suitable conditions, or that reduce the 
suitability of occupied or unoccupied suitable habitat.” 

It further reads, “the term ‘species habitat’ encompasses all stream courses (bank 
to bank) which are occupied, unoccupied suitable, potential, or designated or pro- 
posed critical habitat . . .” Another area says, “exclude off-road vehicle use from with- 
in species habitat and riparian areas.” 

Given the first quote, it sounds like “species habitat” could be virtually anywhere 
any thing might want to go . . . including your neighborhood McDonalds. 

Most of us in natural resource industries have our whole lives and that of our 
families for generations invested in our operations. Our ranches aren’t just jobs. 
They are our homes, they are our culture. They are our values. They are our lives. 
If we are forced off our ranches, where are we to live? How are we to feed our fami- 
lies? 

I often hear these questions compared to the buggy whip industry. Nobody saved 
them. Why should any useless industry be saved? We are not producing a product 
that is no longer needed. We are part of a minute percentage of Americans, less 
than 2 percent, who provide food and fiber for the rest of the nation as well as a 
large part of the rest of the world. We are part of the safest and most wholesome 
food supply in the entire world. 

Our Cedar Breaks allotment is also at issue in two suits filed by radical environ- 
mentalists against the Forest Service in New Mexico and Arizona regarding endan- 
gered species. Instead of standing their ground and fighting, the Forest Service 
rolled over and negotiated a “stipulation” with the greens that would require fencing 
some 60 of 160 allotments off riparian areas and biweekly or weekly monitoring by 
the agency. 

Fortunately, the livestock industry had intervened in the suit on behalf of the per- 
mittees involved because the Forest Service certainly exhibited no concern for them 
or their rights. The industry refused to sign off on the stipulation so the Court re- 
fused to sign it. THEN the Forest Service and the greens simply made the document 
a settlement agreement that did not require the participation of the livestock indus- 
try or the Court and went on their merry way. Never did the Forest Service consult 
with the permittees or consider the private property rights they were impairing if 
not outright taking. 

In New Mexico water is a private property right. Many of the fences the Forest 
Service has agreed to put up will prevent water right owners from using their water 
and could subject them to forfeiture of the right for non-use. Additionally, there is 
private property co-mingled with the Forest Service lands that will be affected by 
the fencing. 

Not only does the settlement agreement affect private property rights, but it 
breaks numerous other Federal laws as well as the Forest Service’s own policy. The 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) calls for assessment to be done on the 
environmental, economic, social and cultural impacts of major Federal actions. The 
potential of erasing some 60 small business in one region certainly appears to be 
a major Federal action in my book, but the Forest Service entered into the settle- 
ment agreement without complying with NEPA on the affected allotments. 

The Forest Service violated the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) by failing 
to allow grazing permittees to participate in actions and decisions relative to their 
individual allotments. The Forest Service violated its’ own policy by providing no 
formal decision documents to permittees that are appealable. 

The Forest Service’s own acting Director of Range for the Southwestern Region 
admitted under oath in Federal District Court in Tucson that their actions would 
result in numerous appeals and lawsuits. 

Making the situation even worse is the fact that even if the Forest Service weren’t 
breaking all of these laws and regulations in the name of the Endangered Species 
Act and every permittee was happy to comply, the Forest Service would not be able 
to keep up their end of the bargain with the agreement. The elk in the area won’t 
permit it. In a 20-mile radius of Reserve, New Mexico, the New Mexico Game & 
Fish Department estimates there are 10,0()0 head of elk. That is one-seventh of the 
total elk population in New Mexico. Those elk don’t know about the settlement 
agreement and they are going to tear down fences. When the fences are down, the 
cattle are gong to cross them, and then the permittee is in trouble. Forest Service 
employees have already admitted publicly that they won’t be able to keep the fences 
up. 
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Additionally, where is the Forest Service going to get the personnel to monitor all 
those allotments on a weekly and/or biweekly basis? What other jobs are going to 
be left undone? 

Prior to the signing of the settlement agreement in Tucson in April, Forest Serv- 
ice employees were on the ground trying to coerce permittees into agreeing to fence 
their allotments off from streams without protecting their rights of appeal. Now the 
Forest Service employees are on the ground telling permittees that they are chang- 
ing the way they are doing business because they have a court order. In a Forest 
Service press release the agency refers to the agreement as a stipulation. It is bad 
enough that the Forest Service betrayed us in this manner, but then they lie about 
it! 

The question being discussed today is the impact of Federal land use policies on 
rural communities. I am here to tell you that if the Forest Service persists in its 
present manner there will be no rural communities for you to worry about. 

Catron County is made up of 2,500 people in Southwestern New Mexico, down 
from 2,900 just a few years ago. The traditional major industries for the County 
have been logging and livestock. The timber industry was literally killed by the For- 
est Service because of lawsuits filed by radical environmentalists, nearly breaking 
the County. Livestock is now the major component in the economy. Without live- 
stock production, there will be no economy in Catron County. 

We hear a lot about how tourism will make up the difference when we lose pro- 
duction industries but that simply isn’t true. When recreationists come to our area, 
they come with ice chests filled with food and drink bought at big city discount 
stores. What little they buy at local markets isn’t enough for them to make a living 
on. They arrive with gas tanks filled with low price gas purchased at big city dis- 
counts. They are seasonal and can’t be counted on month in and month out for rural 
businesses to pay the bills and keep the doors open. 

Catron County is no different from every other rural county in the West. Maybe 
we saw what was coming a little sooner than most and have tried to put in place 
policies that would protect our economy like land use planning committees. 

Another question I would like for you to consider is who is funding the litigation 
that is driving Federal land use policies. The Tucson, Arizona based Southwest Cen- 
ter For Biological Diversity, who by the way has just petitioned the Department of 
Interior to list two more species directed at removing cattle from the Gila Forest, 
has filed some 75 lawsuits under the citizens lawsuit provisions I mentioned earlier. 

According to a story in the Albuquerque Journal written by Mike Taugher, the 
only reporter in the Southwest listed as a contact in the Forest Service’s Commu- 
nication Plan, in 1996 the Southwest Center paid only $2,201 in legal expenses. The 
group’s director states that they don’t pay for lawsuits. 

There are two reasons that these radical environmentalists don’t pay for their 
lawsuits. One is that they are funded hy nonprofit foundations who are answerable 
to no one for their actions. According the news article, the Pew Charitable Trust, 
a Philadelphia-based foundation, pumped nearly $700,000 into radical environ- 
mental groups between 1995 and 1997. Another nearly $228,000 was provided to 
these same groups via four other sources including Ted Turner, the Levinson Foun- 
dation, and the W. Alton Jones Foundation. 

There are no voters in these foundations, no customers, no investors. They are tax 
exempt and most of them are based in the East while tbey are setting policy thou- 
sands of miles away in the West where they don’t have to see or live with the con- 
sequences of their actions. 

'The other source of money for these radicals is you folks, the Federal Government. 
Until recently the Justice Department had a policy of simply paying costs to the 
suing party any time they lost or settled a suit. We have been told that in the future 
the policy will be for the suing party to have to at least fight to have their costs 
paid. Believe it when you see it. 

I don’t want to mislead you. Natural resource industries are filing suits against 
the agencies ourselves. We are left with no other choice. The agencies are not pro- 
tecting our interests and are not even taking our interests into consideration. But 
we have no foundations to pump hundreds of thousands of dollars into our efforts. 
We are funding our litigation with bake sales, dances and ropings, and the $5 and 
$10 contributions of widows who know we are right and that we must win if our 
rural areas are to survive. 

In closing, I would like to say that I am proud to be before you today and that 
I am proud to be in our great nation’s capitol. But I am not. I am sick at heart 
and soul at the shape I find our country in today. I am sick that the hard earned 
dollars of New Mexico’s cattle producers had to be spent for me to be here today 
to tell you how our government is literally killing us. I can only hope and pray that 
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all of you will do something to stop this madness before the situation gets any 
worse. 

Thank you. 


Statement of Donald R. Wesson, Pulp & Paperworkers’ Resource Council, 
Southern Pine Regional Director 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and this Committee for holding this very im- 
portant hearing, and for allowing me to participate. 

My name is Don Wesson. I am the vice president of United Paperworkers’ Inter- 
national Union Local 1533 located in McGehee, Arkansas. I serve as the southern 
pine regional director of the Pulp & Paperworkers’ Resource Council. I am currently 
employed in the pulp & paper industry as an industrial mechanic. I reside in Desha 
County, Arkansas and I’m a constituent of the 4th Congressional District. 

A few years ago, I was like most all Americans. I went to work, paid my share 
of taxes, voted in most elections, and depended on my elected officials to take care 
of me. I’ve always felt my freedoms, as well as my property was protected. After 
all, America was founded under the Constitution. One day I heard some disturbing 
news of how a spotted owl put thousands of my union brothers and sisters out of 
a job in the very industry in which I am employed. I started paying more attention 
to what my government was doing, and realized some of those elected officials in 
which I placed my trust, was not looking out for my well being, or the well being 
of America. It was then that I realized that the world is run by those who show 
up, and I would start showing up. It was at that time I got involved with the PPRC. 

The Pulp & Paperworkers’ Resource Council is a grassroots group consisting of 
labor workers who work in the pulp, paper and woodproducts industries of America. 
We have lost thousands of jobs in our industry in the past few years due to various 
government regulations. I’m here today to address “The American Heritage Rivers.” 
We feel this is just another governmental program that will end up hurting our 
communities and cost us more industry jobs. 

I live in Desha County Arkansas, which borders the mighty Mississippi River, the 
life blood of America. The Mississippi River is among the top ten rivers that is al- 
ready nominated as heritage rivers. I have had several meetings with the Office of 
Council on Environmental Quality, concerning this nomination. I have met with Mr. 
Ray Clark, Associate Director of the CEQ as well as the chairman of American Her- 
itage Rivers, on three different occasions. Mr. Clark keeps insisting that the Amer- 
ican Heritage Rivers is the greatest thing since motherhood and apple pie. He ex- 
pressed that lies are being told about American Heritage Rivers. He insisted that 
there are no new regulations, no new money, and this is truly a bottom up program. 
It is community based, and there will be no impact on private property. He stated 
that money was already in place. The purpose of this program would be to just man- 
age the rivers, and to administer the funds where needed. This is why I have a 
grave concern over this executive order. 

If a “river community” is designated for this iniative, there are potentially serious 
negative implications for local governments. Depending on the direction the project 
takes, local land use zoning boards could be negated, or completely bypassed. There 
is nothing in the language that would allow a designated community, or individual 
land owners, the ability to opt out of this program. Without the right to opt out, 
a private land owner or local government, should be concerned about losing any 
power of income or development of assets, as well as its sovereignty. 

The idea of using a “river navigator” to coordinate the river communities efforts 
in itself is somewhat a disturbing idea. When the person selected can be a Federal 
or non-Federal employee selected jointly by the river community and Federal agen- 
cies, the potential for conflict of interest exist. Many agencies, such as the Depart- 
ment of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Army Corps of Engineers have 
become more and more active in reducing or restricting the use of our natural re- 
sources. If the “river navigator” is chosen from an agency that has a definite pres- 
ervationist slant, the chances of the “river communities” choosing a plan to the det- 
riment of private property rights and industrial development would be greatly in- 
creased. 

Whenever tourism, economic security, environmental protection, and protecting/ 
preserving our heritage are mixed into one iniative, the American public becomes 
skeptical. This mixture in the past has meant the decrease in high paying industrial 
jobs. Even when there are tourism jobs created, the employees are not paid well, 
and in many cases are seasonal jobs. 

I urge you Mr. Chairman, and this Committee, to stop the American Heritage Riv- 
ers Initiative. If this program is as great as we are told, then the office of the CEQ 
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would not mind it having congressional oversight. We do not need 16 different gov- 
ernmental agencies and a river navigator to manage our rivers, or to regulate our 
private lands that borders these rivers. 

Any proposal that is set up under the premise of streamlining government, but 
yet would still include at least 9 different cabinet positions, as well as countless 
other government agencies, hardly make this initiative more user friendly. Instead, 
it would just lead to another level of bureaucracy that the American public is al- 
ready weary of. 

If you have any questions concerning how too many levels of government bureauc- 
racy affects the jobs in resource based industries, you could ask any one of the over 
one hundred thousand workers from the Pacific Northwest who lost their job over 
a spotted owl. 


Statement of Jack Richardson, Val Verde County Commissioner 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Natural Resources Committee 
on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative and the pending application for the Rio 
Grande. I am Jack Richardson, the County Administrator in Val Verde County 
Texas, which is located on the Rio Grande. Val Verde County has an estimated pop- 
ulation of 48,590, borders the Rio Grande River for the entire length of the county 
and encompasses 3,171 square miles and 62 square miles of water. I believe that 
these facts qualify Val Verde County to have a voice in any initiative that imposes 
additional Federal regulations upon the county. I have lived there for more than 25 
years. I know many families that have lived and worked there for generations. We 
do not need a Federal initiative to tell us how important the Rio Grande is and to 
recognize the rich culture and heritage that exists along the river. We honor our 
culture and heritage every day as we go to work, raise our families and simply live 
life along the river. 

I worked for the U.S. Border Patrol for 32 years. While I will not claim to be an 
expert on the Rio Grande, I have a lifetime of experience of working in this region 
and the Rio Grande played a significant role in that work. I would like to know how 
many members of the Blue Ribbon Panel have even seen the Rio Grande, perhaps 
one at the most. 

Now, I understand the Rio Grande is on a list along with several other rivers as 
a potential candidate to be named an American Heritage River. Exactly what that 
would mean for the communities and the people who must live and work along the 
river is still not fully known. I know the full impact will not be known until the 
initiative is being implemented. At that time, I am afraid it would be too late to 
stop the initiative. The AHRI is another unfunded mandate, of which the true costs 
to the local communities and the impacts on income, property rights, production and 
competitiveness are still unknown. I am here today to make sure that the concerns 
of all those who live and work along the river are heard. 

I want it to be fully understood, that non support for the Rio Grande nomination 
flows up and down the river. Many communities in my region do not want the 
strings that come attached to Federal programs. I have with me today resolutions 
and letters of non support from counties that are located along the Rio Grande or 
within its watershed. One of those county resolutions is from my home county of 
Val Verde. I have letters of opposition from many agriculture organizations and 
property rights organizations. All total I have 77 resolutions and letters of non sup- 
port for the designation of the Rio Grande as an American Heritage River. This rep- 
resents thousands of Texas citizens that do not want the AHRI in Texas. Mr. 
Desmond Smith, President of the Trans Texas Heritage Association, also traveled 
to Washington, D.C. to testify on the behalf of the membership that represents 15.5 
million acres of private land in Texas, against the AHRI and a designation for the 
Rio Grande. The San Antonio Express News recently quoted Governor Bush as stat- 
ing “So when it comes to the ONRW or the American Heritage Rivers, whatever it 
is. I’m against. I will not, so long as I’m governor, concede the sovereign rights of 
Texas.” Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas and Congressman Henry Bonilla (R- 
TX-23) have both sent letters to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in op- 
position to the Rio Grande designation. Congressman Bonilla requested his Congres- 
sional District not be included in the initiative and seven other members of the 
Texas delegation also requested their districts not be included in the initiative. 
There are 800 miles of the Rio Grande that run through the Congressman’s district. 
For some reason CEQ ignored Congressman Bonilla’s opt out letter and further mis- 
represented his position by stating in a letter to Senator Hutchison that Congress- 
man Bonilla supported a designation for the Rio Grande. Congressman Bonilla had 
to send another letter to CEQ restating his position. 



61 


Regardless of our expressed opposition against the designation of the Rio Grande 
as an American Heritage River, the nomination has continued to proceed. How 
many more resolutions do we need to pass, how many more letters do we need to 
write and how many more times do we need to testify before Congress that we do 
not want the Rio Grande designated as an American Heritage River? When is CEQ 
and the Blue Ribbon Panel going to listen to us? 

From the beginning there has been a back door attempt to get the Rio Grande 
listed as an American Heritage River, regardless of the views of those who live and 
work along the river. There have been secret meetings, attempts to prevent the pub- 
lic from having a voice at so called “public hearings” and an unwillingness to accept 
the fact that the AHRI is not wanted for the Rio Grande. 

I would like to quote an excerpt from the letter sent to Senator Hutchison by the 
CEQ. It was dated May 7, 1998, and signed by Kathleen McGinty. It states “The 
American Heritage Rivers initiative is one hundred percent locally-driven.” I ask 
this Committee, if CEQ was really listening to the local communities, would the Rio 
Grande still be in consideration for nomination? 

Not only is the AHRI in the process of being imposed on the local communities 
against their wishes, but this is another layer of bureaucracy that is not necessary. 
Do you have any idea how many Federal agencies already have their toes dipped 
in the Rio Grande and are controlling every action involving that river? I can assure 
you that we have enough problems working with the EPA and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Army Corps of Engineers and the International Boundary and 
Water Commission, under the current authority and programs they have. These 
Federal agencies do not need to have their authority expanded under any program, 
especially a program that still does not have standards for evaluation and guidelines 
for establishing priorities. 

Those of us who live along the Rio Grande understand better than anyone the 
need to clean it up. We all want to live in a clean environment, but creating another 
layer of government to work through is not the way to go about it. 

This is an international river and it will take international cooperation to clean 
it up. Just take a few minutes to visit with any one who works or lives along the 
river and you will soon come to realize that the Rio Grande cannot be treated like 
any other river. The culture and heritage that makes the river so special also cre- 
ates many unique problems we must address. I do not see that this initiative will 
address our unique situation, which will just serve to create more problems. 

From the very beginning there has been a cloud of questions hanging over this 
initiative. What would a designation mean for river communities? What benefits or 
drawbacks would this hold for those who live along the river? And if it is such a 
good deal for the communities, why have the supporters felt the need to meet in 
secret and misrepresent the views of those who oppose the AHRI? These questions 
have never been answered and I suspect that they will not be answered. 

The American Heritage Rivers Initiative has been imposed from the top down 
from the very beginning. Well, I am here today to speak on behalf of the many coun- 
ties, communities, citizens, and organizations who are represented by these letters 
and resolutions of non support. They send a loud and clear message that we are 
opposed to the Rio Grande being designated as an American Heritage River. Thank 
You. I would be pleased to answer any questions at this time. 


Statement of Hon. Barbara Gubin, a Representative in Congress from the 

State of Wyoming 

Thank you Mr. Chairman for holding this important oversight hearing. Although 
there are many issues that I could speak to today, I want to concentrate on one that 
is on the minds of my constituents. That is the Clinton Administration’s proposal 
to reform the 25 percent timber payments to counties. 

As far as I am concerned the proposal is merely an attempt of this Administration 
to conform to the extreme environmental agenda of the Sierra Club: to stop all log- 
ging in the lower 48 states! 

For nearly 100 years Congress has honored its compact with people living in and 
around national forests. The compact calls for the Federal Government to share 25 
percent of the gross receipts it generates from timber production on forest service 
lands. To counties which are heavily federalized, the compact also infers that 
the Federal lands will he managed to help drive the economic engines of 
rural communities. 

Taking away the 25 percent fund and replacing it with this entitlement program 
may benefit some counties, but only for the short term. What we must do is look 
at the big picture. By adopting the entitlement program timber production would 
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drop significantly, much more than we’ve seen in the past 12 years, saw mills would 
close, and those in my state that have depended on the timber would be out of work. 

Through this proposal the Clinton Administration is asking Congress to walk 
away from that compact and to replace the existing relationship with an entitlement 
program which would be subject to the whims of the congressional appropriations 
committees. 

Like I said before, this proposal is a precursor to ending Federal timber har- 
vesting! Federal 25 percent and PILT payments are only a small fraction of the total 
economic impact generated through the sale of Federal timber. 

Even if Congress fully funds this wrongheaded proposal, many communities will 
suffer irreparable damage due to the loss of the basic industries which are the core 
of the local economies in these communities. 

Congress must not walk away from its compact with the school children of rural 
America! We must not turn our backs on rural communities that depend on timber 
production to put food on their tables and clothes on their backs! 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate you holding this hearing. I look forward to 
hearing from the witnesses. 
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Battered Communities: 
Executive Summary 

Across America, while urban areas enjoy an economic boom, rural communities are 
suffering unprecedented social and economic losses. Their suffering is directly linked to a 
bewildering array of government actions allegedly protecting the environment. The federal 
government is being unduly influenced to perform these actions by an equally bewildering array 
of agenda-driven employees, environmental organizations, and funders in private foundations. 
All segments of natural resource goods production - water development, farming, ranching, 
mining, petroleum, timber, fishing, transportation, and manufacturing projects - are being 
systematically attacked, thwarted, and eradicated. Natural resource production and related jobs 
are being forced offshore. Town and county tax revenues fall with natural resource goods 
production losses, aggravating an urban-rural prosperity gap. 

This report focuses on the federal government actions and related federal employees, the 
grant-driven environmental groups that prompt the actions, and the private foundations that de- 
sign the attacks. It asks the question, “What are the connections between the visible damage in 
rural areas and the triangle of government employees - environmental groups - private founda- 
tions?” 


Simply put, who is organizing the destruction of rural American resource producers? 

It is well known that numerous former environmental organization executives occupy posi- 
tions within the present administration. It is less well known that thousands of activist members of 
advocacy groups arc employed by federal agencies in positions that give them opportunity to exer- 
cise agenda-driven undue influence over goods-production decisions applied in rural areas. 

It is well known that environmental otganizations use lawsuits, lobbying and administra- 
tive pressure to destroy economic activities they dislike. It is less well known that large networks of 
environmental organizations coordinate to systematically target specific rural communities for 
economic dismantling. 

It is understood that private foundations provide subsrantial support to environmental 
organizations. It is less understood that a number of private foundations have become prescriptive 
rather than responsive. They design the programs, select the funding recipients and direct grant- 
driven projects for a substantial number of environmental organizations. 

The activist federal employees, the grant-driven environmental groups and the prescriptive 
private foundations unduly influence public policy. They were not elected. They are totally unac- 
countable. 

This report examines the largest unacknowledged program of social and economic displace- 
ment in American history. It ends with a call for Inspector General investigation of undue influence 
and Congressional investigation of the causes behind Battered Communities. 

This report is co-sponsored by the Center for rhe Defense of Free Enterprise, American 
Land Rights Association, F.I.G.H.T. for Minnesota (Fight Inefficient Government and High Taxes), 
and the Maine Conservation Rights Institute. Permission to reproduce portions of this report is 
granted. The Center’s address is 12500 N.E. 10th Place, Bellevue, Washington 98005, telephone 
425-455-5038; FAX 425-451-3959; Web Site hiip://wwfw.cdfc/org; email editor<?cdfe.org. This 
report was released June 9, 1998 in Washington. D.C. at the House of Representatives, Committee 
on Resources, Hearing on the Impact of Federal Policies on Rural Communities. 
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Battered Communities: Introduction 


Across America, while urban areas enj<^ an economic boom, rural communities are 
suffering unprecedented social and economic losses. Their suffering is directly linked to a 
bewildering array of government actions allegedly protecting the environment. The federal 
government is being unduly influenced to perform these actions by an equally bewildering 
array of agenda-driven employees, cnrironmental organizations, and funders in private 
foundations. All segments of natural resource goods production - water development, 
farming, ranching, mining, petroleum, timber. Ashing, transportation, and manufacturing 
projects - arc being systematically attacked, thwarted, and eradicated. Natural resource 
production and related jobs are being forced offshore. Town and county tax revenues fall 
with natural resource goods production losses, aggravating an urban-rural prosperity gap. 

This report focuses on the federal government actions and related federal employees, 
the grant'driven environmental groups that prompt the actions, and chc private foundations 
that des'^n the attacks. It asks the question, “What are chc connections between the visible 
damage in rural areas and the triangle of governmenr employees - environmental groups - 
private foundations?” 

Singly put, who is organizing the destruction of rural American resource producers? 

It is well known that numerous former environmental organiracion executives ocxrupy 
positions within the present administration. It is less well knosvn that thousands of activist 
members of advocacy groups are employed by federal agencies in positions that give them op- 
portunity CO exercise agenda-driven undue infltwnce over goods-production decisions jq;piied 
in rural areas. 

It is well known rhat environmental organizarions use lawsuits, lobbying and adminis- 
trative pressure to destroy economic activities they dislike. It is less well known that large 
networks of environmental organizations coordinate to systematically target specific rural 
communities for economic dismantling. 

It is understood chat private foundations provide substantial support to environmental 
organizations. It is less understood that a number of private foundations have become prescrip' 
cive rather than responsive. They design the programs, select the funding recipients and direct 
grant-driven projects for a substantial number of environmental organizations. 

The activist federal employees, the grant-driven environmental groups and the pre- 
scriptive private foundations unduly influence public policy. They were not elected. They are 
totally unaccountable. 

This report examines the largest unacknowledged program of social and economic dis- 
placement in American history. It ends with a call for Inspector General inwscigation of undue 
influence and Congressional investigation of die cau^ behind Battered Communities. 


This i^iort is co-sponsored by the Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise, American 
Land Rights Association, F.I.G.H.T. for Minnesota (Fight Inefficient Government and High 
Taxds), and the Maine Conservation Rights Institute. Permission to reproduce portions of this 
report is granted. 


Banered Communities 2 



67 


Battered Communities: Contents 

Introduction 2 

The Visible Damage 

Goods Producing Rural Economies Are Being Destroyed 4 

The Urban-Rural Prosperity Gap 5 

The Urban-Rural Prosperity Gap is Also a Power Gap 6 

Goods Producers; New Despised Minority - 

Moral Exclusion and Cultural Survival 7 

The Bewildering Arrays 

Federal Actions Crippling Rural Communities 8 

Grant-Driven Environmental Organizations 9 

Prescriptive Private Foundations 1 0 

Profile of W. Alton Jones Foundation 1 1 

Activist Federal Employees 1 3 

Grant-Driven Federal Employees 14 

Four Besieged Rural Economies 1 8 

WASHINGTON STATE 

Washington's Columbia Basin; 

The Nation’s Worst Prosperity Gap 1 9 

Facing the Bewildering Arrays 20 

Law as Destroyer - The Endangered Species Act 23 

Columbia Basin Timber Sale Appeals 1988-1998 24 

Columbia Basin Mill Closures 1988-1998 23 

The Administration as Destroyer; ICBEMP 25 

Law as Destroyer - The Spotted Owl Logging Lawsuits 27 
Rural Washington State Speaks 28 

MINNESOTA; Prosperity Gap # 1 6 30 

Minnesota Leaders Speak Out 3 1 

ARIZONA’S Forested Mountains 32 

NEW ENGLAND'S Northern Forest 33 

Cultural Survival 

Consequences and Questions 33 

Call for Multi-Agency Inspector General Investigation 35 
Congressional Investigation of Battered Communities 35 

Acknowledgments 36 


3 Battered Communities 



68 


THE VISIBLE DAMAGE 

j Rural Goods-Producing Economies Ate Being Destroyed 

Point: A bewildering array of federal actions is crippung rural 

GOODS-PRODUaNG ECONOMIES IN THE NAME OF PROTECTING NATURE. 

The job loss damages county tax bases and vital services such as 

SCHOOLS AND LAW ENFORCEMENT. ThE FLOW OF GOODS BEING 
DESTROYED INCLUDES WATER PRODUCTION, FARMING, RANCHING, 
MINING, TIMBER, FISHING, ROADS, AND MANUFACTURED GOODS. A 
CORE OF ACTIVIST FEDERAL EMPLOYEES EXERCISES UNDUE INFLUENCE 
OVER THE DECISIONS THAT RESULT IN THIS HARM. 

Point: Another bewildering array, of grant-driven environmental 

GROUPS, TARGETS RURAL GOODS-PRODUCING ECONOMIES THROUGH END- 
I LESS ORCHESTRATED ATTACKS IN LAWSUITS, LOBBYING, ADMINISTRATIVE 
PRESSURE, PUBLIC REIATIONS, MEDIA CAMPAIGNS, AND PHYSICAL BLOCK- 
ADES. 

Point: A third bewildering array, this one of prescriptive private 
FOUNDATIONS, CREATES LARGE-SCALE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL INITIATIVES 
THAT USUALLY TAKE THE FORM OF COORDINATED GRANTS TO MULTIPLE 
I ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS, EACH FOCUSED ON ONE OR MORE COMPO- 
t NENTS OF AN OVERALL CAMPAIGN. PROPOSALS FOR PARTICIPATION IN 
THESE INITIATIVES ARE USUALLY BY INVITATION ONLY. 

Point: Concentrations of wealth and power that restrain eco- 
nomic ACTIVITY or exercise UNDUE INFLUENCE OVER PUBLIC POLICY 
HAVE LONG BEEN SUBJECT TO GOVERNMENT REGULATION. YeT THERE IS 
NO SPECIFIC REGULATION OF THE TRIANGLE OF PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS, 
GRANT-DRIVEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS AND ACTIVIST FEDERAL EMPLOY- 
EES WHICH ACTS IN CONCERT TO DESTROY RURAL GOODS-PRODUCING 
ECONOMIES AND UNDULY INFLUENCE PUBLIC POLICY. ThEY WERE NOT 
j ELECTED. They are not accountable. 
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THE VISIBLE DAM AGE 


The Urban - Rural Prosperity Gap 


Point: Damage to rural goods-producing economies can be 

SEEN in the urban-rural PROSPERITY GAP THE DEGREE TO 

WHICH rural areas TRAIL URBAN AREAS IN EARNINGS AND 
EMPLOYMENT LEVELS. WHILE UNEMPLOYMENT STANDS AT 
2.8% IN SOME URBAN COUNTIES, RURAL COUNTIES COMMONLY 
SUFFER MORE THAN 10% JOBLESSNESS. SeE NATIONAL 
RANKINGS, COLUMN RIGHT. 

Point: T he worst-gap state, Washington, presents a familiar 
Western pattern: High government land ownership, domi- 
nant natural-resource and goods-production employ- 
ment, WITH A heavy government REGULATOR EMPLOYEE 
POPULATION. Environmental problems are overstated by 
opponents and the media while the benefits of goods 
production are ignored. 



1994 COVERED EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES PAID BY SECTOR 

Okanogan and Ferry Counties (Rural Washington) 

For the fate of gooos-producers since 1994, see pages 18-33 

Point: The rural-urban prosperity gap is not a dominantly 
western phenomenon: Only 5 of the top 20 worst-gap 
states are in the West. 

Rural-Urban Prosperity Gap: “The Development Report Card for the States * by the 
non-profit Corporation for Enterprise Development. 777 N. Capitol St. N.E., Suite 41 0, 
Washington, DC 20002. VOICE 202-400-9788; FAX 202-408-9793, 
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STATE RANKINGS: 
WIDEST GAP(1)T0 
SMALLEST GAP (50) 

1. 

Washington 

2. 

Massachusetts 

3. 

New York 

4. 

Iowa 

5. 

(tie) Missouri 

South Dakota 

7. 

Georgia 

8. 

(tic) Virginia 

Illinois 

10. 

Nebraska 

11. 

Delaware 

12. 

Montana 

13. 

Utah 

14. 

Wyoming 

15, 

Kansas 

16. 

Minnesota 

17, 

Connecticut 

18. 

Mississippi 

19. 

(tie) Florida 
Wisconsin 

21. 

California 

22, 

Colorado 

23. 

Texas 

24, 

Idaho 

25. 

(tie) Maine 

Michigan 

27, 

Arkansas 

28, 

Arizona 

29, 

(tie) Kentucky 

New Hampshire 

31. 

South Carolina 

32, 

Louisiana 

33. 

Pennsylvania 

34. 

(tie) New Mexico 
North Dakota 

36. 

Oregon 

37. 

Indiana 

38. 

Maryland 

39. 

(tie) Rhode Island 
West Virginia 

41. 

Vermont 

42. 

Alabama 

43. 

Ohio 

44. 

Tennessee 

45. 

Hawaii 

46. 

Oklahoma 

47. 

North Carolina 

48. 

Nevada 

49. 

New Jersey* 

50. 

Alaska 


"New Jersey does not have an 
area classifted as nonmetro- 
polican. 
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THE VISIBLE DAMAGE 

i The Urban - Rural Prosperity Gap is also a Power Gap 

Point: America’s rural population is much smaller than its urban population. 

The voting majority is urban and has the power to impose its will upon the 
RURAL minority. BuT THE RURAL FEW ARE ALSO THE VITAL FEW: ThE FARMERS WHO 
FEED EVERYONE MAKE UP ONLY 2% OF THE POPULATION, BUT WITHOUT THAT TINY 
MINORITY, THE 98% MAJORITY COULD NOT EXIST. ThE TOTAL GOODS SECTOR 
ALTOGETHER AMOUNTS TO LESS THAN A THIRD OF THE TOTAL WORK FORCE, WHICH 
IS A POLITICALLY INSIGNIFICANT NUMBER IN ELECTORAL POLITICS, YET THEY PRODUCE 
ALL THE GOODS THAT MAKE aVIUZED IJFE POSSIBLE. 

Point: Environmentalist leaders understand the Urban-Rural Power Gap well, 

AND SOME OF THEM ACT TO THWART DEVOLUTION OF POWER TO LOCAL COMMUNITIES. 

T HIS STATEMENT COMES FROM SlERRA ClUB CHAIRMAN MiCHAEL McClOSKEY: 

“A new dogma is eme^ing as a challeoge to us. It embodies the proposition that the best way for 
the public to determine how to manage the interest in the environment is through collaboration among 
stakeholders, not through normal governmental processes.... 

“This idea is strongly advanced in the report of the Western Regional Team of the Natural Re- 
sources Task Force of the President's Council on Sustainable Development (PCSD).... The Clinton Ad- 
ministration endorses the idea too. it secs this idea as an extension of its programs for reinventing govern- 
ment, for decentralization, and place-based managemenr.... 

“The Quincy Library Group is often cited as one with the most comprehensive agenda; re-doing the 
plan for managing an entire national forest. Others include the Applegate Partnership in southern Oregon, 
the Henry’s Fork Watershed Council in Idaho, and scores of watershed councils in Washington state. Many 
community activists like these proposals; they sec themselves as gaining empowerment. Many academics 
praise them coo.... 

“A fundamental problem lies in the disparate geographical distribution of constituencies. This re- 
distribution of power is designed to disempower our constituency, which is heavily urban. Few urbanites 
are recognized as stakeholders in communities surrounding national forests. Few of the proposals for 
stakeholder collaboration provide any way for distant stakeholders to be effectively represented. 

“While we may have activists in some nearby communities, we don’t have them in all of the small 
towns involved. It is curious that these ideas would have the effect of transferring influence to the very 
communities where we are least oiganized and potent. They would maximize the influence of those who are 
least attracted to the environmental cause and most alienated from it.” 

SOURCE: Report to the Sierra Club Board of Directors meeting in San Francisco, California on November 18, 1 995. 

Point: urban-cultured decision makers suffer from educated incapacity about 

RURAL PROBLEMS. ThEY HAVE BEEN TRAINED TO BE BUND TO THE BASIC PROBLEM, 
WHICH IS POLICY-INDUCED ELIMINATION OF GOODS-PRODUCING ECONOMIES. UrBAN- 
CULTURED DECISION MAKERS TEND TO PROPOSE URBAN SOLUTIONS TO RURAL UNEM- 
PLOYMENT, SUCH AS ENCOURAGING URBAN BUSINESSES TO RELOCATE TO RURAL AREAS, 
TAKING NO HEED OF SUCH INCONGRUITIES AS THE RURAL SETTING BEING THREE HOURS 
BY TWO-LANE ROAD FROM THE NEAREST AIRPORT. UrBAN-CULTURED DECISION MAKERS 
TEND TO GENTRIFY THE COUNTRY BY ENCOURAGING HIGH-DOLUR URBAN RETIREES 
AND TELECOMMUTERS TO SETTLE IN RURAL AREAS, SUPPRESSING AND OBLITERATING 
RURAL CULTURE RATHER THAN JOINING AND BLENDING INTO IT. 
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THE VISIBLE DAMAGE 

I Rural Goods Producers Have Become a Despised Minority; 

I Moral Exclusion and Cultural Sunival 

I Point: Rural goods producers, primarily loggers and miners, have been subjected 

j TO A CAMPAIGN OF MORAL EXCLUSION SIMILAR TO RACISM. MESSAGES IN THE MEDIA, 

ACADEMIA AND OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT REPORTS MAKE THEM PERCEIVE THAT THEIR WAY 
OF UFE IS UNDER ATTACK BY ENVIRONMENTAUSTS IN PARTICULAR AND THE URBAN MAJORITY 
IN GENERAL. ENVIRONMENTALISTS FILE APPEALS OR LAWSUITS THAT HAVE A SUDDEN 
DEVASTATING EFFECT ON GOODS-PRODUCERS. MEDIA MESSAGES TELL GOODS-PRODUCERS 
THEY ARE “OBSOLETE" AS IF GOODS WERE NO LONGER NECESSARY. GoODS-PRODUCERS 
LIVE IN A CLIMATE OF OCCUPATIONAL PREJUDICE NOT UNUKE RACE PREJUDICE. 

Point: Miners are portrayed as costly, destructive, stupid social misfits in a 

FEDERAL-STATE DOCUMENT, THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT OF THE RoCK 

Creek Mine (ASARCO) proposal in Montana: 

Economic and social dependence on resource exiraction industries is widely regarded as an economic and 
social liability because it ties social well-being to declining ectmomic sectors, locking residents into untransferable sets 
' of skills (Baden and O'Brien 1 994). Mining dependence decreases local social and economic capacity by hindering 

localflexibility, capability, and diversity of social {»x>cesses(Frcudenburg 1992). The project would be expected to 
increase local labor costs, decrease average education levels, and weaken the sense of community (Swanson 1992c; 
Bloomquist and Killian I988;Feudenburg 1992). Mining dqrendence increases community underemployment and 
I decreases social adaptability (Krannich and Luloff 1991). [Written by Mark Kelly.} 

Source: Rock Creek Environmental Impact Statementy Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences, p. 4* 

131. The referenced studies were written by academicians and published in various academic journals. 

Point: Loggers are commonly portrayed in urban newspapers and editorial 

CARTOONS as BEING TYPICALLY OVERWEIGHT, SLOPPILY DRESSED, UNINTELLIGENT LOOK- 
ING, AND AS BEING THEIR INDUSTRY, SEEN AS CUTTING THE- LAST TREE ANYWHERE. 

This type of depiction was offensive to woricers for at least two reasons. First is the image of work- 
ers us stupid sloppy people. Newspapers, which would not dream of depicting racial or ethnic minorities in 
demeaning ways, had little compunction depicting timber workers in such a manner. The second reason for 
offense was the depiction of the workers as the industry. Workers do not decide which timber sales to 
harvest or how, yet workers were held responsible for the purported “sins” of the industry and thus for their 
own misery. 

Source: A Response to “Forty Years of Spotted Owb? A Longitudinal Analysis of Logging Industry” by 
Matthew S. Carroll, Charles W. McKetta, Keith A. Blatner, and Con Schallau. 

Point: Environmental organizations systematically attack the character and 

HUMANITY OF RURAL GOODS-PRODUCERS. ORGANIZATIONS SUCH AS PUBUC EMPLOYEES 
FOR Environmental REsroNsiBiLmr, the Sierra Club, and many others hold news 
: conferences, PUBUSH books AND “EXPOSEs” OF RURAL GOODS-PRODUCERS AND THEIR 

ORGANIZAHONS, DEPICTING THEM AS VIOLENT, RACIST, MALEVOLENT BEINGS ACHNG AS 
“fronts” for CORPORATIONS AND POSING A DANGER TO ALL GOOD PERSONS. An 
ACCEPTING URBAN PUBLIC BELIEVES THEIR REPORTS AND FEELS SUCH AN UNDERCLASS TO 
BE UNWORTHY OF FAIR TREATMENT OR LEGAL PROTECTION. 
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THE BEWILDERING ARRAYS 

Federal Actions 

Crippling Rural Goods-Producing Economies 

Environmentalist Attacks Forcing Federal Actions 

Timber Sale Appeals: delays or kills by attrition any Forest Service timber sale through a complex appeals process 
and costly lawsuits. 

Mining Permit Appeals: delays or kills by attrition any federal mining permit through a complex appeals process 
and costly lawsuits. 

Cattle Grazing Permit Appeals: denies ranchers the use of their private rights in split-estate federal grazing lands. 
Spotted Owl Restrictions - forbids disturbing habitat in a circle around every known spotted owl nesting site: no 
roads, no timber harvest, no mining, no Homebuilding. 

The Endangered Species Act - can stop any economic activity on federal or private property to save any species 
placed on a government list. 

National Environmental Policy Act - can delay or kill by attrition any economic activity on federal land through a 
detailed study of the activity's environmental impact. 

Clean Air Act - can stop any economic activity that generates dust, smoke or particulates near a national park for 
visibility reasons. 

Agency Actions, Mission Creep, and Presidential Proclamations 

Wcdands Regulations (Clean Water Act of 1972) — can stop any economic activity on federal or private property chat 
may disturb places that an official labels "wetlands." Used to stop farming, ranching, home building, commercial 
development. 

Bureau of Reclamation - attempts to scop farmers from using irrigation water and abrogate water rights. 

Riparian Area Regulations - can fence off the water of a farmer or rancher to protect streams so cattle cannot drink. 
Restoration Regulations — can eradicate all signs of civilization and prevent any future human use. 

Frank Church - River of No Return Wilderness Management Plan (jan 1998) - Proposal would cut in half the 
Outfitters and Guides (Idaho Outfitters and Guides Association) river rafting launch dates and party size. 

Hells Canyon National Recreation Area; Wallowa Whitman Nation Forest Record of Decision Feb. 24, 1998, Non- 
! Motorized Period of 21 days duration. No jet boat Traffic will be allowed on a 71.5 mile stretch of the Snake River in 

i Hells Canyon, preventing private property owners to access their land because the only access is by river. Forest 

Service law enforcement agents with sidearms will enforce die ban. 
j Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (Presidential Proclamation of September 18, 1996) - Under 
j authority of the Antiquities Act of 1906. created a 1.7 million acre protected area enclosing many private homes, ranches and 
' businesses. Carried out suddenly after intense secrecy. 

Administration “Initiatives” Not Authorized by Congress 

Rural Roads Moratorium (Federal Register January 28, 1998) - Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck issued an order 
halting road construction and repair on federal lands under his jurisdiction. Road closures have also been ordered, 
reducing rural transportation capability for essential travel including fire fighting and emergency medical evacuation. 

Clean Water Act; Vice President Initiative (Nov 7, 1997) - new regulations that gradually lighten water use in a 
large network of watersheds so that homes, farms and towns will no longer remain. 

American Heritage Rivers Initiative (Executive Order April 10, 1998) - vast project for establishing federal control 
over all land, public and private, adjoining a large number of proposed river selections. 

I Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Projea (ICBEMP) - a |:^ to establish federal control over 72 million of the 
144 million aaes in the basin covering portions of Oregon, Washington. Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah and Nevada. 

EPA Regional Ecosystem Demonstration Projects: R^ioo 1: New Hampshire Resource Protection Pilot; Region 2 Long 
Island Sound; Region 3 Mid-Atlantic Highlands Assessment, Region 4; Mobile Bay, Region 5: Lakewide Management 
Plans (Lakes Michigan, Erie, Superior) - Glacial Lake Chicago Crescent - Lake Superior Basin - Upper Wolf River 
Watershed - Sc. Louis River/Bay, MN/WI - Milwaukee Estuary, W1 - Maumee Rjver, OH - Oak Savannas; Region 6: 
Coastal Wetlands of Louisiana; Barataria Terrebonne National Estuary Ecosystem Initiative; Region 7 Great Plains 
Initiative; Platte Riven Region 8 Colorado Plateau Ecosystem Proteaion Initiative; Rocky Mountain Headwaters Mining 
Waste Initiative; Upper Arkansas Watershed Initiative; Missouri River, Clear Creek; Colorado River Basin Salinity 
I Control Program; R^ion 9; San Francisco Bay/Deita Estuary Initiative; Region 10 Wiliamene River Basin. 

The Interior Department's “Central Texas Rare Species Conservation Plan" - forces land owners in 40 Texas 
[ counties covering an area of more than 1 million acres to cither “voluntarily’’ surrender their property use rights to 
j protect two endangered bird species or risk enforcement actions with severe penalties of fine and imprisonment. 
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Grant-Driven Environmental Groups 

Crippling Rural Goods-Producing Economies 

! Point: A bewildering array of grant-driven environmental groups 

1 TARGET RURAL GOODS-PRODUaNG ECONOMIES THROUGH ENDLESS OR- 
! CHESTRATED ATTACKS IN LAWSUITS, LOBBYING, ADMINISTRATIVE PRESSURE, 
PUBLIC RELATIONS, MEDIA CAMPAIGNS, AND PHYSICAL BLOCKADES. 

I 

GRANT DRIVEN ORGANIZATION 

GRANT DRIVEN PROGRAMS CRIPPLING GOODS PRODUCTION 



Defenders of Wadlife (DC) 

Brings Endangered Species Act lawsuits; files timber sale appeals. Works 




with extremist groups such as Southwest Center for Biolt^ical Diversity. 



Earth Firsri(OR) 

Stages physicaiblockadespreventingworkers from working. Files lawsuits 




against arresting officers for “police brutality.** 



Green Mountain Forest Watch (VT) 

Organized by Earth Firsters to file endless lawsuits and timbersaleappeals. 



Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund 

Files endless lawsuits against all types of development 



(renamed Earthjustke Legal 




Defense Fund) (CA) 




Appalachian Mountain Club (M A) 

Flies lawsuits andappeals to block goods productionand impose government 




control on private lands. 



Superior Wilderness Action Network 

Files Timber Sale appeals, agitates forzerocut on government lands. 



Northwest Ecosystem Alliance (W A) 

FilesendiessUmbersaleappeals. \ 


Nortbem Forest Alliance ( VT) 

Agitates for nationalizatioo of 26 million acre New England area of private 1 



proper^. I 


Alliance for the Wild Rockies (MT) 

Fiiesiawsuitsandtimbersaleappeals. 1 


MaineAudu bon Society (ME) 

Files lawsuits and appeals to stop goods production. 


Kettle Range Conservation Group ( WA) 

Filesendicss timber sale appeals and lawsuits. 


Rest the West (OR) 

Files timber sale appeals. 


(Borgia Forest Watch(GA) 

Files ESA lawsuits and appeals. 


Rend-Removal Implementation Project 

AgitatcsforremovalofroadsinapproximatelylialfoftheUJS. Ledbythc 


(ROAD-RIP) renaincdWikUaods 

WOdlands Project and the Biodiversity Legal Foundation 


Center for Preventing Roads (MT) 



Allegheny Defense Project ( PA ) 

Files timber sale appeals. 


Okanogan Highlands Alliance ( WA) 

Files endless timber saieappcalsand lawsuits. 


Rainforest Action Network (CA) 

Organized by Earth Firsters to file lawsuits and stage physical blockades. i 


Minnesota Centerfor Environmental 

Files lawsuits harming goods production. 



Advocacy (MN) 




Inland Empire Public Lands Council 

Files endless timber sale appeals and la wsu its. 



(WA) 




Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project 

Organized by Earth Firsters to file appeals and stage physical blockades. 



Southern Environmental Law Center 

Files lawsuits against goods production. 



Pacific Coast Biodiversity Projcct(WA) 

Files timber side appeals. 



Portland Audubon Society (OR) 

Files «ndl<» timber sale appeals and lawsuits. 



WaahmgtonEovfcronmctHaiCoundKWA) 

rUes endless timber sak appcab and to wsuits. 



Mineral Pcdicy Center (DC) 

Files endlen mluiBg permit appeals lawsuits. 



Southwest Center fOTBMogicai 

Files endless tfanber sale app^, ntintaig appeals and ESA towsuHs. 



Diversity (AZ) 




Earth Protectors (MN) 

Flies timber sale appeals, stages physical blockades. 



WOdhndsProjccKAZ) 

Agitates for the depopntotion half the U.5. iaa^Rewaduig Project** 
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Prescriptive Private Foundations 
Crippling Rural Goods-Producing Economies 

Point: A bewildering array of private foundations has become pre- 
scriptive rather than responsive. They DO NOT SIMPLY ACCEPT arm’s- 
length REQUESTS FOR CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS BUT, IN ADDITION, 
CREATE, CRAFT, AND CONTROL PROGRAMS OF SOCIAL, POLITICAL AND LEGAL 
CHANGE, PERMEATING THE OPERATIONS OF THEIR GRANT RECIPIENTS. 


PRESCRIPTIVE PRIVATE FOUNDATION PRESCRIPTIVE INITIATIVES CRIPPLING GOODS PRODUCTION 


W. Alton J<Mies Foundation Initiates many orchestrated programs for advocates to interfere in goods 

production. 

Rockefeller Family Fund A Private Operating Foundation with substantial influence over donor 

decisions of other foundations through meetings of the Environmental 
GrantmakersAssociation. EGA is housed in its offlees. 

Bullitt FoundatMMi A regional foundation funding the Pacific Northwest only; relentlessly 

targets limber and mining projects for closure. 

The Florence and John Schumann FoundatKMi Fundscarepaignsdenouncingand pressuring goods producers. 

Hie Nathan Cummings Foundation Fundscampaignsdenouncingand pressuring goods producers. 

Surdna Foundation Funds campaigns to pressure goods producers; contributes to those who 

file timber sale appeals toshut down supply from federal forests, then 
sells timber from its own 75,000-acre forest in Northern California to 
remainingmills. 

PewCharitableTrusts Fundscampatgnsdenouncingandpressuringgoodsproducers. 

Turner Foundation Fundscampaignsdenouncingand pressuring goods producers. 

TheTidesFoundation(apublicfoundation) Pass-throu^ fornooney from private foundationstoadvocacy groups; 

creates new groups at its San Francisco Presidio campus to fit agendas of 
donors, trains leadersand provides support while new groups establish 
themselves. 

The Bauman Foundatkm The foundation funds pre-sdcctcd organizations only. It will not review 

unsolicited proposals. Its projects pressure against goods producers. 

Beldon Fund Fundsorganizations that pressure toeiiminate goods producers. 

Educational Foundatkmof America The Prentice HaUpublishjngfortune,funds organizations denouncing 

and pressuring goods producers. 

FoundationforDeep Ecology The Esprit clothingfortuncofDougTompkins,fund8 groups thatpres- 

sure tocliminale goods producers. 

Town CreekFoundation Funds groups that pressure toeiiminate goods producers, generally in 

continuingSlO.OOO annual grants. 

American Conservation AssodatKHi A RockefcHcrmstitutionfundinggroupsagainstgoodsproduccrs. 

The full scope of private foundation funding to environmental groups is staggering 

The Environmental GRAbTTMAKERS DiREcroRy 1997 (Fifth EomoN) makes this prefatory statement: 

"With 740 grartmaker profiles, this edition represents an increase of 5 percent over the fourth edition and 
195 percent over the first. The 740 granimakers profiled here have combined assets of roughly $77 billion (exclud- 
ing corporation assets). They collectively give nearly $500 million in environntenial grants each year. Within the 
United States we include 570 independent, 80 company-sponsored, 47 community, 4 public, and 10 operating 
grantmakers. Chitside of the United States we include 26 Canadian granimakers, 1 from the United Kingdom, and I 
from Portugal. Finally, we include 3 advisory and management services. And it includes 1 93 members of the 
Environmental Granimakers Association. 

“The 740 granimakers have been selected from an environmental grants database compiled by Resources 
for Global Sustainabilirv, Inc. (RGS). RGS now tracks environmental funding by some 2,700 granimakers. Its 
database currently contains over 52,000 environmental grants awarded since 1988 by over 1 .200 granimakers." 
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Prescriptive Private Foundation Profile and Sample Grants 
W Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. 

W. Alton Jones Foundation. Inc.; 232 East High Street; Charlottesville. Virginia; 22902-5178; Tel: 804-295-21 34; Fax: 
804-295-1648;E-mail:eaith@wajones.org;Website:hnp'i/wvirw.waJone$.orgAivajones;EIN: 13603421 9; lype: Inde- 
pendent; EGA member; Contacts: John Peterson “Pete" Myers. Executive Director; Charles O. Moore, Sustainable 
I Society Program Officer; James Pissot, Grassroots Program Officer 

History and philosophy. The W. Alton Jones Foundation was established in 1944 by “Pete" Jones, who had a 
distinguished career in the oil industry. [TheCITGO Oil fortune) The foundation’s mission is “to protect the Earth's 
life-support systems from environmental harm and to eliminate the possibility of nuclear war.” 

The foundation makes grants in two areas; environm^al protection through its Sustainable World Program, 
and nuclear warfare prevention through its Secure World Program. “The foundation woiics principally through founda- 
tion-defined initiatives addressing its priority issues. These initiatives usually take the form of coordinated grants to 
i multiple institutions, each of which focuses on one or more components of an overall campaign defined by the 
j foundation’s mission. Prc^sals for participation in these inituKives are invited by the foun^tion.” 

Officers and directors. Officers: I^tricia Jones Edgeiton, President; Bi^ford W. Edgerton, Vice President; 
Diane Edgerton Miller, Secret^; Bernard F. Curry, Treasurer. Trustees; James S. Bennett, James R. Cameron, 

Bernard F. Curry, Bradford W. Edgerton, Patricia Jones Edgerton. William A. Edgerton. William A. McDonough, Scott 
; McVay, Diane Wgerton Miller. 

I Financial data. Data for fiscal year ended December 31. 1995. 

[ Assets: $277,743,083 (M). Total grants authorized; $20,357,464. 

’ Total grants disbursed; $ 1 7,480,2 1 8. 

' 1996 Sample Grants [“Foundationese" language disguises actual outcome of projects affecting goods producers.] 
Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics May 1996 - $100,000 over 2 years. To 
improve U.S..Forest Service environmental policies and to suji^ort employees who challenge unsustainable forest 
practices in the Pacific Northwest. 

I BC Wild May 1996 - $80,000 A Project of the Earthlife Canada Foundation. To preserve and protect biological 
' diversity in British Columbia. 

I Ecotmst Canada F^ 1995 - $50,000. A project of the Earthlife Canada Foundation. To promote conservation-based 
development in northwestern British Columbia. 

The Institute for Fisheries Resources Feb 1 996 - $60,000. To encourage collaboration between commercial 
fishing groups and environmental organizations to promote salmon habitat protection. 

League of Conservation Voters Education Fund Feb 1996 • $400,000 over 2 years. To inform residents in the 
Pacific Northwest about the benefits of maintaining strong environmental protections. 

I Natural Resources Defense Council Nov 1996 • $100,000. To advocate for protection of British Columbia’s 
coastal rain forests and for changing the demand side of the forest products trade equation. 

Rainforest Action Network Nov - $100,000. For public and policymaker education to protect British 

Columbian forests and to encourage ecologically sound alternatives to the consumption of paMr, pulp, and lumber. 
Sierra Legal Defence Fund Society May 1 996 - $100,000. To ensure that British Columbia's Forest Practice Code 
is implemented in a manner which maximizes environmental protection. 

Grassroots 

Blue Mountain Native Forest Alliance Nov 1996 • $25,000. To assist grassroots activists in monitoring and 
evaluating forest management activities in the Columbia River basin. 

Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project May 1996 • $18,000 A Ihroject of the League of Wilderness Defenders. For 
public education and forest monitoring efforts in the Blue Mountains region of eastern Oregon. 

Cariboo Chlkotin Conservation Society May 1996 - $10,000. Cariboo Chilcotin Resource Centre. 

To protect central British Columbia's forest, mountain and grassland ecosystems. 

Central Oregon Forest Issues Committee Nov 1996 - $10,000 A Project of the Central Oregon Environmental 
Center. To monitor and improve forest management practices in the Deschutes and Ochoco National Forests, and 
I to conduct public education on forest issues in central Oregon. 

: Coast Range Association Nov 1996 • $25,000 To protect forest ecosystems and to educate the public about the 
social and economic impacts of poor forest management. 

I Environmental l^tection Information Center Nov 1996 • $40,000 To protect wildlife and other ecological 
I resources in northern California’s redwood forests. 

' Friends ^ Elk River Nov 1996 - $10,000 A project of Headwaters To protect the ancient forest watershed and 
salmon habitat of the Elk River. 

Headwaters May 1996- $40,000 To promote conservation of the Klamath-Siskiyou bioregion in southern Oregon by 
clarifying the economic and social benefits of environmental protection. 


11 Battered Communities 



76 


THE BEWILDERING ARRAYS 

W. Alton Jones Sample Grants (continued) 

i HaMa Gwaii Expeditioiis Society Nov 1996 • $40,000 To promote the involvement of the Haida community in 
j forest planning activities. 

i Kettle Range Conservation Group May 1996 • $18,000 To protect ancient forests and conduct forest watch 
! activities in the Colville and Okanogan National Forests. 

I Klamath Forest Alliance Nov 1996 - $25,000 To monitor forest practices in national forests in the Klamath region 
I of Oregon and California and to encourage community suppoit for sustainable forest management. 

I Bay Conservation Society Nov 1996 • $40,000 To conduct volunteer field science and education pro- 

I grams designed to promote conservation and protect forces in Haida Gwaii. 

I Nanakila Institute Nov 1 996 $40,000 To develc^ economic opponunities based on conservation goals for the people 
of the Haisla Nation. 

I Northwest Ecosystem Alliance May 1996 • $35,000 To foster and organize public support for forest protection. 

I Oregon Natural Resources CouncU Fund Nov 1996 • $35,000 To protect Oregon’s ancient forests, water sup- 
plies. and salmon habitat. 

I Portland Audubon Society Nov 1 996 - $35,000 To advocate for conservation of public and private forests in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

: Sierra Club of British Columbia Nov 1 996 - $35,000 A Chapter of the Sierra Club of Canada To protect and 
i preserve watersheds containing ancient forests in British Columbia. 

I Silva Forest Foundation Nov 19% - $22,000 For ecosystem-based land use planning using aerial photos, maps and 
I computerized geographic information systems. 

I Umpqua Watersheds Nov 1996 - $15,000 To monitor and protect forests in the Umpqua River watershed in south 
central Oregon. 

I Valhalla Wilderness Society Nov 1996 - $35,000 To protect ecosystems in eastern British Columbia, including 
grizzly bear habitat, fisheries habitat, and old-growth forest. 

Western Canada Wilderness Committee Nov 1 996 - $25,000 To promote the designation of Clayoquoi Sound as 
a United Nations Biosphere Reserve, and to gain permanent protection for the Stoltmann Wilderness. 

Sustainable World Program 

1995 Grants to Promote the Economic Value of Biodiversity 
I Ctunmunications Consortium Media Center Nov 1995 - $150,000 To conduct public opinion research and 
I disseminate information on biological diversity, ecosystem protection and other environmental topics. 

' Consultative Group on Biological Diversity May 1995 - $100,000 over 2 years To advance public understanding 
of the contribution that biological diversity makes to human prosperity. 

E^rth Force Feb 1 995 - $ 1 35.000 For a series of regional and national “town meetings" to allow young people to 
express their views about environmental issues. 

Island Press Feb 1995 - $100,000 A Division of the Center for Resource Economics To advance public understand- 
ing that human prosperity is dependent on crucial services provided by healthy, natural ecosystems. 

National Religious Partnership for the Environment Feb 1995 - SI 50,000 To encourage the involvement of four 
major American faith groups in environmental activities. 

Sierra Club Foundation Nov 1995 • $175,000 For public and policymaker education about the presence of danger- 
ous contaminants in drinking water and measures to improve drinking water safety. 

W Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. Investment Portfolio 

Point: W. Alton Jones Foundation's endowment is contained in a 

MANAGED INVESTMENT PORTFOLIO CONTAINING GOODS-PRODUCING FIRM 
SECURITIES. Are these firms PROTECTED BY GRANT RECIPIENTS? 


1 Shares 

Corporate Stocks. Bonds & Notes 

Book Value 1993 

35,643 

Western Mining Corporatiwi Common Stock 

$170,088 

7,480 

MacMillan Bloedei PPakl 

$63,654 

i 1,000,000 

Georgia Pacific Coiporatton Credit (Bonds) 

$1,129,580 

175,000 

Boise Cascade Corporation Medium Term Notes 

$175,632 

35,000 

Louisiana Pacific Corporaiitm Common Stock 

$1,443,750 

20,000 

Potlatch Corporation Common Stock 

$942,500 

14,000 

Caterpillar Common Stock 

$1,246,000 

38,800 

Burlington Resources. Inc. Common Stock 

$1,644,150 
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Activist Federal Employees 

Former Environmentalist Leaders in the Cunton Administration 

1 Name 

Former Association 

Administration Position || 

Robert Armstrong 

Trust for Public Lands 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Land & Minerals Management 1 

fCalhteen Atemo 

Clean Water Action 

Former DefMiy Assistant Administrator, EPA Office of Administration 
and Resource Management 

Bruce Babbitt 

League of Conservation 

Voters 

Secretary of the Interior 1 

Jim Baca 

Wilderness Society 

Former Director of the Bureau of Land Management; appeared at j 

PEER news conference after resigning (See PEER profile, page 16) | 

Donald Barry 

World Wildlife Fund 

Counselor to (he Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife & Parks j 

Carol Browner 

Citizen Action 

EPA Administrator 

David Doniger 

Natural Resources Defense 
Council 

Senior Counsel to EPA Assistanct Sectrary for Air and Radiation i > 

i : 

J. Charles Fox 

Friends of the Earth 

special Assistant (Reinvention), EPA Administrator Carol Browner j 

George T. Frampton 

Wilderness Society 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fish and Wildlife & Parks ! ' 

David M. Gardiner 

Sierra Club 

Assistant EPA Administrator for Policy Planning and Evaluation 

T. J. Glaulhier 

World Wildlife Fund 

Associate OMB Director for Natural Resources. Energy and Science | 

Douglas Hall 

Nature Conservancy 

Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere j 

Robert Hattoy 

Sierra Club 

Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Interior i 

■ 1 

' ! Jean Nelson 

Natural Resources Defense 
Council 

EPA General Counsel 

1 1 Mary D. Nichols 

’ i 

Tennessee Environmental 
Action Fund. Southern 
Environmental Law Center 

Associate EPA Administrator for Air & Radiation 

' Rafe Pomerance 

i 

Friends of the Earth. World 
Resources Institute 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Environment. Health and ' 

Natural Resources. i 

; j Daniel Reicher 

Natural Resources Defense 
Council 

Deputy Chief of Staff and Environmental Counsel. Department of ! 

Energy | 

1 Alice Rivlin 

Wilderness Society 

Fonner Director of the Office of Management and Budget 

! Ailecn “Ali” Webb 

League of Conservation 
Voters 

Former Director of Public Affairs. Department of Agriculture 

1 OcoffWebb 

Friends of the Earth 

Former BLM Deputy Director for External Affairs 

1 1 D. Reid Wilson 

Sierra Club Political Action 
Committee 

Director of Public Liaison Division. EPA Office of Communications, 
Education and Public Affairs 

Brooks Yaeger 

National Audubon Society. 
Sierra Club 

Director, Office of Policy Analysis. Interior Department | 
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Grant-Driven Federal Employees 

Profile: Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics 

Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics (AFSEEE). PO Box 11615, Eugene, OR 97440 USA 
PHONE: (541) 484-2692 FAX; (541) 484-3004 E-MAIL ai>eee®a6eee.oig, Andy Stahl. ExecuciveDireaor 
FOUNDED: 1989. MEMBERS; 12.000. STAFF: 9. BUIXIET: $900,000. 

FOR-PROFIT: DESCRIPTION: Present, former, and retired U.S- Forest Service employees, workers from other land management 
agencies, and concerned citizens. Works to create a responsible value system for the Forest Service based on a land ethic which ensures 
ecologically and economically sustain^le resource management. Seeks to revise arxl replace die Forest Service’s present practice of 
encour^ing overuse of public land by timber companies, mining firms, arid cattle owners with a more ecological system of resource 
management. Acts as a support system for Forest Service employees who do not agree with the Service’s present land management 
ethics. Provides a forum for exchange of informadon and ideas. Dissemiiuies information on conservation and the misuse of the 
resources in national forests. Sponsors educational programs. LIBRARIES; TYPE: reference. HOLDINGS: books, periodkab. 
SUBJECTS: forests, public lands, ecosystem management, biodiversity, grazing. PUBLICATIONS: Inner Voice, bimonthly. 
Newsletter. Includes ardcles on the use and abuse of public lands. Source: Encyclopedia of Associations <9 1998 by Gale Research, 
Inc., Detroit, MI. 

NON-PROFIT- Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics. FEDERAL EMPLOYEE IDENTIFICATION NUM- 
BER: 931162218. INCOME: $704,333. ASSETS: $284,427. LAST FILED: Feb 1996. EXEMPT SINCE: July 1996. 

SAMPLE GRANTS FROM DATE OF STARTUP: 


AM:u:jr FKEvCR.i-r;' i-ii-.Air I'uii-OM 


1990 SIOO.OOO I W.Aitm Jones FoundatioR, Inc. ; To foster new. sustainable management vision among U.S. Forest 

Service workers. 

515.000 RockefellerFamilyFund,Inc. For seed money for new national organization, which challenges U.S. 

Forest Service to adopt resource management policy that will protect 
national forests. 

520.000 i TbeNaihanCumfiiingsFoundalion,Iiic. , For sian-up costs for federation of professional foresters working for 

responsible nuional limber policy. 

$10,000 i BddonFund j For seed funding for new organization which promotes ecologically 

and economically sustainable policies within Forest Service. 

19^ Rockefeller Family Fund, Inc. For organizing campaign among Forest Service employees to 

influence resource management policies, and to protect free speech 
rights of whistleblowers. 

$20,000 TheNathaiiCummingsFounda(lon,IrwL For government employees working towards more ecologically 
1 sensitive U.S. Forest Service. 

I $29,200 Columbia Foundation For public education and outreach program that works to reform U.S. 

Forest Service so that it wilt preserve old growth forests on public 
lands and will adopt management practices that give priority to 
environmental preservation and sustainable forestry practices. 

19921 $100,000 W.AltonJonesFoundation,Inc. For general support. 

I I $15,000 HKHFomlBtion Unspecified 

I I $20X100 TheNathanCummingsFouiidBtiorvliK. For general operating support. 

1 I $20,000 TheNathanCummingsFouiidBtioivlnc. For employees wcxking to develop more ecologically sensitive U.S. 

! I ForesiService 

I i $25,000 MaryReymUsBabcockFoundaikHvlnc. For chapter organizing and development in southeast U.S. 

I ! $20,000 RulhMottFund For second-ycar program support. 

I ; $10,000 TownCreekFoundation,lnc. Continuing soppwt. 

Toexpand work in Pacific Northwest. 

To encourage sustainable forestry within National Forests System 
by providing better support to agency personnel committed to 
forest protection and by establishing monitoring system to encour- 
age good stewardship. 

POINT; Startup funding originated with a few grants of large amounts from highly prescriptive foundations. 


' $40,000 TheBuOittFouiidation 
I $150,000 ThePewCharitableTrusts 
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SAMPLE GRANTS (CONTINUED): 



AroijNi 

PREACRIPIIVI I'RIVAII |i:|i'!CAIinr! 

PIIRPOSI l)t CHArjT 1 

1993 

S301XX) 

$10A» 

S201XX) 

Mary Reynolds BabcockFcaindation. Inc 

Town Creek Foundation, Inc 

Turner Foundation 

F(m- chapter <H-ganizing and monitoring teams in southeast U.S. to 
combine public education, chapter development and forest-monitoring 
teams to locate and publicize poorly managed sites, thus pressuring 
Forest Service to clean up sites and prevent further degradation. 
Continuing support. 

Forest (Mojects. 

1994 

$80,000 

W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc 

To develop environmental impact assessment of U.S. Forest Service 
management practices on eastern slope of Cascade Mountains. 


$50,000 

Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundatiofi, Inc 

For Southeast organizing and monitoring project. 


$45,000 

The Bullitt Foundation 

To use expertise of U.S. Forest Service employees to draft legally and 
biologically defensible forest plan for Easiside forest and to evaluate 
current forest plans of each national forest in western Montana and 

Idaho. 


$100,000 

The Educatkmai Foundatkm of America 

For Protecting Integrity and Ethics Program. 


$15,000 

Wallace Genetic Foundation, Inc. 

Unspecified. 


$25,000 

Turner Foundatkm 

Forest projects. 

1995 

$15,000 

Compton Foundation, Irtc 

For Ecosystem Management Project. 


$15,000 

Compton Foundation, Inc 

For Ecosystem Management Project. (Second grant) 

1996 

$50,000 

W. Al t<Hi Jones F oundation, Inc 

To improve United States Forest Service environmental policies and to 
support employees who challenge unsustainable forest practices in 
Pacific Northwest. 


$30,000 

The Bullitt Foundation 

For Cedar Films to produce videos for forest managers and general 
public, that focus on Siuslaw National Forest and document effects of 
logging roads on stream integrity and role of old growth forests in 
protecting against large flood events. 


$60,000 

The Pew Charitable Trusts 

For matching gram fev^ preparation of two conservation alternatives to 
official forest management plans by conservation-minded employees of 
U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. 


$ioaooo 

The William sukI Rora Hewlett Foundation 

ForConnici Resolution and Security Training Program and for Green 
Grazingpfogram. 


$30,000 

*rhc Henry P. Kendall Foundation 

To advance national forest policy reforms affecting timber replanting 
and coastal temperate rainforest. 


$60,000 

'The Pew Charitable Trusts 

For matching gram for preparation of two conservation alternatives to 
ofTicial forest management plans by conservation-minded employees of 
U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. 


POINT: AFSEEE was firsc organized in 1989 as a FOR PROFIT CORPORATION, which avoids public scrutiny of its 
financial records and project operations. In 1996, deleting the '‘Association of’ from its name, the group became FSEEE, 
a non>profit organization, required to publicly disclose its annual IRS Form 990 reports. 

POINT; The purpose of FSEEE grants is stated in innocuous-sounding terms, but each grant has the inevitable consequence 
of destroying rural goods-producing economies, a fact welUknown to FSEEE and its private foundation donors. 

POINT: The programs of FSEEE and its private foundation funders operate like a Fourth Branch of government, Unelected 
FSEEE members can distort Forest Service public policy from inside without Congressional authority or public accountabil- 
ity. Congress should make them accountable. 

POINT: Neither FSEEE nor the Forest Service will reveal to local communities the names of Forest Service employees who 
are FSEEE members, despite repeated requests. The Forest Service characterizes this secrecy as a Pint Amendment right or 
a security precaution, but local communities do not, and assen their right to know what their government is doing. They 
are not attempting co stop employees from joining FSEEE or to harm them. FSEEE is a political advocacy organization in 
a position to exercize undue influence and citizens have a right to know what they are doing. 
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Grant-Driven Federal Employees 

Profile: Public Employees for Environmental Responsibiuty. 

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER) 

2001 S St. NW. Suite. 570. Washington. DC 20009 USA PHONE (202)265-7337 FAX (202)265-4192 E-MAIL: 
peer@pcer.org 

Executive Director Jeff DeBonis 

FOUNDED 1993. NON-PROFIT: 501(c)(3). EXEMPT SINCE 1995. INCOME: $703,831 ASSETS $323,650 
LAST FILED 990s: September 1996. FEDERAL EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 931102740 
DESCRIPTION: Rather than work on environmental issues from the outside. PEER works with and on behalf of employees 
to effect fundamental change in the way their resource agencies conduct the public's business. (Source: PEER] 

SAMPLE GRANTS FROM DATE OF STARTUP: 




PRI'.'AU lOU.’JHAIICN 

PURPOSf nf | 

9y 

$100,000 i W.AltonJonesFoun<tation,Inc. 

1 To analyze Bureau of Land Management' s forest management 
' practices and encourage reform. 


$40,000 

The Florence and John Schumann 
Foundation 

1 To recruit, organize and support civil servants committed to upholding 

1 public trust through responsible management of nation’s environment 
• and natural resources. 


$10,000 

ComptonFoundation,lnc 

, Unspecified. 


$25,000 

The Bullitt Foundation 

1 For program support 


$40.000 ^ ThyF<hiffi!*^""*FiHitKlatk>nof Atrwriea | For environmental expose of Bureau of Land Management's Western 

Forest Management 

1994 

$20,000 

The Bullitt Foundation 

For investigaiitMi and assessment of Bureau of Land Management's 
’ forestry management program based on information from agency’s 
employees and on-site verifications 


$40,000 

Surdna Foundation, Inc. 

! For general suppon for new organization which empowers federal and 
state environmental employees to press for sound, science-based 
environmental and natural resource management 


$25,000 

Turner Foundation 

, l994$25.000TumerFoundaiion 


$10,000 

Compton Foundation 

• Unspecified. 

1995 

$100,000 

The Florence and John Schumann 
Foundation 

To suppon public employees committed to environmental quality 
, and government accountability. DURATION; 2-year grant 


$15,000 

BddmDFund 

■ For general suppon 


$15,000 

Richard and Rhoda Gddman F^md 

i For BLM Forestry Project, investigation into Bureau of Land 
Management's forestry practices in California. 


$10,000 

Foundation for Deep Ecology 

For getteral support. 


$25,000 

TumerFoundatian 

. Unspecified. 


$50,000 

CharlesSlewartMottFoundation 

■ For suppon. 

1996 

$I00;000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

; To encourage environmental quality and government accountability. 


$75X100 

W.AItonJonesFoundation 

1 To document and verify incidents of violence and harassment against 

1 public employees of environmental agencies and pursue legal solutions 
• For BLM Forestry Project 

1 

$45,000 

Jes5MSniithNoye5SinithFoundatkm,Inc 

: For collaborative project with Citizens Coal Council to increase environ- 
mental protection, governmental accountability and citizen organizing in 
coalfield communities 


$10,000 

TheBuimFoundalion 

; For public lands forestry project to publish and disseminate reports on 

1 limber harvesting practices of Bureau of Land Management and impie- 
1 mem strategies to enact reports' recommendations. 


$35,000 

: TWnerFtuKtatkn 

j Unspecified. 
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THE BEWILDERING ARRAYS 

Goods Production is Not Destroying the World 

The carefully culttvated pubuc perception that the eumination of 

GOODS PRODUCTION IS JUSTIHED BECAUSE GOODS PRODUCTION WILL CAUSE THE 
COLLy>SE OF ALL ECOYSTTMS AND RESULT IN GLOBAL EmNCTION IS FALSE. 

Point: Timber harvest levels on federal forests are enormously lower 

THAN GROWTH LEVELS, NOT HIGHER AS OPPONENTS CLAIM. YeT THE PER- 
CEPTION THAT THE LAST TREE IS BEING CUT JUSTIFIES STOPPING ANY TREE 
FROM BEING CUT. 

USFS Volume Sold v*. Net Growth 
Net Growth » Gro«^ • Mortality 



0 Net Growth O Volume Sold 


Point: Similarly, alarm over non-existent bad conditions in mining 
PERMITS and grazing PERMITS STOP ALL GOODS PRODUCTION, NOT JUST 
THAT WHICH MIGHT BE CAUSE FOR ALARM. 

I 

Point: There is no penalty imposed on those who file frivolous or 

FAILED APPEALS. OnLY THE GOODS PRODUCER SUFFERS FINANCIAL DAMAGE. [ 

Congress should enact a bonding requirement to place financial | 
responsibility on those whose FAILED APPEALS GROUNDLESSLY DAMAGE 
GOODS PRODUCERS. 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 

FOUR BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES: 
WASHINGTON STATE'S COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 
MINNESOTA'S RURAL FORESTED COUNTIES 
ARIZONA'S FORESTED MOUNTAINS 
NEW ENGLAND'S NORTHERN FOREST 

Point: T he problem of rural communities besieged by environmen- 
talist ATTACK IS nationwide. FOUR BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES HAVE 
BEEN SELECTED BECAUSE THEY REPRESENT VICTIMS OF FOUR DIFFERENT 
TACTICS IN ALL OVERALL ANTI-GOODS PRODUCER STRATEGY. 

Point: Washington State ranks as the nation’s number one problem 
IN urban-rural prosperity gap. Rural Washington’s Columbia 
Basin is besieged by groups fiung enditss appeals, by endangered 
species act listings, by the Clinton Administration’s “ecosystem 
management” concept, by environmental groups buying out timber 

RIGHTS IN state FORESTS, BY LAWSUITS APPEALING GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
ACT DEQSIONS, AND BY OCCASIONAL PHYSICAL BLOCKADES. 

POINT: Minnesota, the 16th worst gap, suffers physical blockades, 
WHICH intimidate THE FOREST SERVICE INTO WITHDRAWING TIMBER 
SALES, VARYING LAYERS OF ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS THAT GENERATE INTER- 
GOVERNMENTAL CONFLICT AND LAWSUITS, AND A REGULATORY CLIMATE SO 
HARSH THAT CORPORATE INVESTMENT MOVES OFFSHORE. 

Point: Arizona, the #28 gap, has had its timber economy devastated 

BY A FEW environmental GROUPS FILING APPEALS AND ENDANGERED 
SPECIES LAWSUITS. 

: Point: New England, with uttle federal land, faces a long-term 

! ENVIRONMENTALIST PLAN TO NATIONALIZE 26 MILLION ACRES, MOST 
I RECENTLY REFLECTED IN THE STALLED NORTHERN FOREST STEWARDSHIP 

Act. Its rural goods producing problems are embedded in a cul- 
ture ACCUSTOMED TO GENEROUS PERMISSION TO ENTER PRIVATE LANDS. 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 


Washingtons Columbia Basin 
The Nations W)rst Urban-Rural Prosperity Gap 




Locator Map: Washington State ^ 




Washington State: Columbia River Basin Counties Shown in Black 
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Washington State Unemployment Rates by County, March 1998 

Washington Stale = 4.7% United Stales = 5.0% Not seasonally adjusted 
Source: State of Washington Employment Security Department, 1 998 
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BESI EGED RURAL EC ONO MIES 

Facing the Bewildering Arrays: 

The Columbia Basin Towns of Omak, Tonasket and Republic 

Point; Omak, population 4,495, Tonasket, population 1,025 (both in Okanogan 
County), and Republic, population 1,030 (Ferry County), are typical Eastern 
Washington towns, lying in the dry rain shadow of the Cascade Range. Tim- 
ber, mining and ranching are primary goods producing industries, much re- 
duced BY environmentalist CAMPAIGNS. VaAGEN BROTHERS IS THE ONLY SAWMILL 
LEFT IN Republic. Omak Wood Products declared bankruptcy last year, shut- 
ting DOWN its sawmill AND CURTAILING ITS PLYWOOD MILL. ToNASKET LOST THE SAW- 
MILL OF SpOKANE LUMBER COMPANY WITH ITS 170 jobs IN 1991. Their ti.mber SUPPLY 
has been choked off by environmentaust lawsuits and appeals. 

Point: Three county commissioners in Okanogan County and three in Ferry 
County, armed with a minuscule budget, attempt to cope with a bewildering 
array of environmental groups and their foundation funders that are system- 
atically wrecking their county goods producing economies with appeals and 
lawsuits at both federal and state levels. Endangered Species listings for the 
lynx and bull trout threaten to stop everything. The Administration’s Inte- 
rior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management Project and Roadless Area 
P lAN threatens even WIDER ECONOMIC DISASTER. THREATS HANG EVERYWHERE. 

Point: Unpredictable efforts to .stop coods-production have come from the Ai.liance i 
FOR THE Wild Rockies; Colville Indian Environmental Protection Alliance; 
Columbia Region Biodiversity Campaign; several groups called “Forest Watch”; 
Inland Empire Public Lands Council; Kettle Range Conservation Group; 
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance; Okanogan Highlands Alliance; Pacific Coast | 
Biodiversity Project; Rest the West; Sierra Club Cascade Chapter; Washington 
Environmental Council. These groups hurt others without restraint. 

Point: Many of these groups are systematically funded by private foundations 
WITH social and POLITICAL AGENDAS OF THEIR OWN. A TYPICAL RECIPIENT: 

Northwest Ecosystem Alliance (NWEA) FORMERLY; (1995) Greater Ecosystem Alliance 
1421 Cornwall Ave.,Sle. 201, Bellingham. WA98225-45I9USA PHONE: (360) 671-9950 FAX: (360) 671-8429 
E-MAIL: nwea@ecosystem.org Mitch Friedman, Exec.Dir. FOUNDED; 1989. MEMBERS: 1,900. MEMBER- 
SHIP DUES- individual. $30annual; family, $40annual. STAFF;5- BUDGET: $400,000. INCOME: $246,632. 
ASSETS; $12,538. LAST FILED: Feb 1996. EXEMPT SINCE; Apr 1993. EIN 943091 547. 

DESCRIPTION; Protects and restores wildlands in the Pacific Northwest and supports such efforts in British 
Columbia. The Alliance bridges science and advocacy, working with activists, j»licymakers. and the general public to 
conserve our natural heritage. TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES: website, hup://www.paciricrim.net/-nwea, 
PUBLICATIONS: Cascadia Wild; Protecting an International Ecosystem. PRICE: $12.95. Northwest Conservation: 
News and Priorities, quarterly. Newsletter. PRICE: included in membership dues: $30.00/year for nonmembers. 
CIRCULATION: 3,000. [Source: Encyclopedia of Associations) ■ 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 


Samirie grants received by Northwest Ecosystem Alliance: 

1998 $30, OOOBulIin Foundation 

1997 $4 1,000 Bullitt Foundation 

1998 Brainerd Foundation: $20,000 to support monitoring and evaluation of federal, state and private land manage- 
ment plans for the Westside forests of Washington and Oreg<H). 

1997 Brainerd Foundation. $20,000 to protect the integrity of Washington State’s territorial ecosystems through 
litigation, public education and innovative advocacy efforts focusni on roadless areas, salmon and wildlife, municipal 
watersheds. Habitat Conservation Plans and the Loomis State Forest. 

1996 $35,000 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. 

1996 $35,000 The Bullitt Foundation 

1996 $10,000 The Bullitt Foundation 

1993 $35,000 The Bullitt Foundation. For Northwest Forests prograrh. 

1992 $10,000 Foundation for Deep Ecology. For genera! support. 

Sample grants donated to Okant^an Highlands Alliance; EIN 91 1571661 Income: $50,783 Assets: $32,461 ; 

Last filed: Feb 1996: Exempt since Jan 1993 

1997 $15,000 Brainerd Foundation. To support continued efforts to challenge the permitting of an open-pit, cyanide- 
leach gold mine, and to empower its rural community and the state to hold the green line against a large, multinational 
mining corporation. 

1996 $10,000 Brainerd Foundation. For a public education and outreach effort concerning a proposed cyanide leach 
open-pit gold mine on Buckhom Mountain. 

1996 $30,000 The Bullitt Foundation. TochallengeBattleMountainGoldCompany’sproposalforopen-pit, cyanide- 
leach gold mine in Okanogan Highlands 

1994 $35,000 The Bullitt Foundation. Tochallengeproposeddevelopmentoffirst large, open-pit cyanide-leach gold 
mine in Washington. 

Sample grants donated to Kettle Range Conservation Group; EIN 9431751 14 Income: $86,877 Assets: $59,756 
Last filed: Feb 1996 Exempt since Jul 1996 

1997 $10,000 BullittFoundation 

1996 $15,000 Brainerd Foundation. To protect the roadless areas and ancient forests of the Okanogan, Kettle and 
Columbia Highlands regions of north-central Washington and south-central British Columbia, and to support develop- 
ment and dissemination of restoration guidelines for recovery of bull trout. 

1996 $1,500 Brainerd Foundation. Hardware and Technical Assistance grant. 

1996 $18,000 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. To protect forests and conduct forest watch activities in Colville and 
Okanogan National Forests. 

1996 $1 1.500 The Bullitt Foundation. To oversee management activities on private, state and federal lands in north 
central and eastern Washington and south central British Columbia 

1 995 $ 1 8,450 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. To protect ancient forest and conduct forest watch activities in 
Colville and Okanogan National Forests. 

1994 $18,450 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. To monitor forestry practices in the Colville and Okanogan National 
Forests. 

Sample Grants donated to Inland Empire Public Lands Council; EIN 943090355 Income: $385,837; Assets: 
$61,417: Last filed: Feb 1996; Exempt since May 1994 
1 997. $35,000 Bullitt Foundation. 

1 996. $25,000 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. To raise public awareness about links between destructive logging 
practices and lead contamination in Coeur d'Alene basin, and to increase citizen participation in restoration efforts for 
watershed 

1996 $40,000 The Bullitt Foundation. For Forest Watch program 

1995 $40,000 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. To monitor U.S. Forest Service activities in inland Columbia River 
basin. 

1995. $20,000 Turner Foundation. 

1995 $10,000 Compton Foundation, Inc, For Forest Watch E^rogram. 

1994 $10,000 Compton Foundation. Inc, 

1 994 $40,000 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. For legal advocacy on behalf of national forests east of Cascades in 
Washington and Idaho (Read: filing lawsuits agaipst goods producers) 

1994 $50,000 The Bullitt Foundation. For Forest Watch program to train citizens to monitor U.S. Forest Service 
activities in national forests. 

1 993 $40,000 W. Alton Jones Foundation, Inc. To establish full-time legal services program to serve grassroots forest 
conservation efforts in four-state inland Pacific Northwest. 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES „ ^ ^ 

Sample Bullitt Foundation Grants 


Point: County ofh- 
ClALS TRIED TO GRASP 
THE SCOPE OF THE 
CAMPAIGNS THAT 
PUMMELED THEM. 

They had no idea 

THEY WERE MERELY 
ONE TARGET OF A 
MULTI-PRONGED 
PRIVATE FOUNDATION 
ASSAULT ON GOODS 
PRODUCERS ALL OVER 

America, applied by 

ENV1RONN4ENTAL 
GROUPS AND ACTIVIST 
federal EMPLOYEES. 

Even the regional 

PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS 
HAD multi-faceted 
PROGRAMS CAREFULLY 
WOVEN TOGETHER SO 
THAT THE IMPACT OF 
ONE PROGRAM MULTI- 
PLIED THE IMPACT OF 
ANOTHER. 

The TOTAL EFFECT IS 
DEVASTATING. 

These programs 
USED the UW as 
destroyer. 


RECIPIENT ORGANIZATIOM 


10.000 Yean Institute 
Alaska Center for the Environment 
Alaska Clean Water Alliance 
Alaska Conservation Foundation 
Alpine Lakes Protection Society 
Central Cascades Alliance 
Coast Range Association 
Columbia-Pacific Resource Conservation 
Earth Justice Legal Defense Fund 
Ecotnist Canada 
Environmental Defense Fund 
Evergreen Land Trust 

Forest Service Employees for Envtrcmmenial Ethics 

Friends of Clayoquat Sound 

Friends of the Bitterroot 

Friends of the Earth 

Great Bear Foundation 

Greater Yellowstone Coalition 

Green Fire Productions 

Headwaters 

Hells Canyon Preservation Council 
Hoh Indian Tribe 
Idaho Conservation League 
Idaho Sporting Congress 
Inland Empire Public Lands Council 
Imerrain Pacific 

Kettle Range Conservation Group 
LightHawk 

Montana Wilderness Association 

National Audubon Society (Columbia River Bioregion Campaign) 

Native Forest Council 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

Nonhwesi Ecosystem Alliance 

Olympic Peninsula Foundation 

Oregon Natural Resources Council Fund 

Pacific Environment and Resources Center 

Pacific Forest Trust 

Portland Audubon Society 

Predator Project 

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 

Raincoast Conservation Foundation 

Rocky Mountain Institute 

Round River Conservation Studies 

Sierra Club Foundation 

Silva Forest Foundation 

Siskiyou Regional Education Project 

Soda Mountain Wilderness Council 

Thorcau Institute 

Tides Center (Pacific Biodiversity Institute) 

Valhalla Wilderness Society 
Washington Environmental Council 
Washington State University at Vancouver 
Washington Trout 
Washington Wilderness Coalition 
Western Ancient Forest Campaign 
Wilderness Society (ForcsiWaler Alliance) 

Wilderness Watch 

Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads 
Wildlands Project 
Wildlife Conservation Society 


1997 1998 


$6,000 

$15,000 

$41,400 

$80aX) 


$100)0 

$200X1 

$100,000 

$350X) 

$4aooo 

$sx)oo 

$300)0 

$50)0 

$100)0 

$25,000 

$iaooo 

$ 200)0 

$2,500 

$ 200)0 

SIOOX) 

$55,000 

siaooo 

$35,000 

$20,000 

$10,000 

$300)0 

$isox> 

S30OX) 

$250)0 

$120,000 

$41,000 

$72,975 

SIOOX) 

$30OX) 

S450X) 

$20,000 

$15,000 

S20OX) 

$25,000 

$30,000 

$20,000 

S170X> 

$7SOO 

$20,000 

$10,000 

$25,000 

$80,000 

$5,000 

$30,000 

$3SjXX) 


$5^000 

$ 20,000 


I $301)00 1 

S20000 ' 


$35000 

iSTiOO 


$25,000 


{Ssaooo 
: $20,000 
$7,500 
,57,500 

S25JX)0 


Cfliirra- Riiiirtt Fniindiiion Wcb Site hnD://www.bullitt 


ii,>. lanc 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 

Law as Destroyer: 

The Endangered Species Act 

Point: This law, which was intended to protect plants and animals from 

EXTINCTION, IS SO POWERFUL IT CAN BE USED TO STOP ANY ECONOMIC ACTIVITY. 

Federal employees have admitted they use the ESA as a “poison pill” to 

ARBITRARILY DELAY AND CRIPPLE EVEN SOENTIFIC PROJECTS SUCH AS THE UNIVER- 

j siTY OF Arizona’s mt. graham telescope construction. 

! Point: The ESA appues to private property as well as government land 
and can stop you from using your own property for any purpose. It 
[ provides for a fine of $50,000 and one year in federal prison for each 
offense, regardless whether you were working your own farm or ranch, 
remodeling your own home, or building on your own lot. 

. Point: The ESA is so complex that property owners have trouble finding 
attorneys capable of bringing them into compliance while protecting 
their own interests. 

Point: Getting a permit to use your own property in the habitat of an 
endangered species requires you to “mitigate” your impact, which means 
YOU ARE forced TO DONATE A SUBSTANTIAL PORTION OF YOUR LAND TO THE 
GOVERNMENT AS A PRESERVE FOR THE ENDANGERED SPECIES. ThE GOVERNMENT 
DOES NOT COMPENSATE YOU FOR YOUR LAND AND MAY REQUIRE YOU TO PUR- 
CHASE ADDITIONAL PROPERTY FOR THE SPECIES AT A DISTANT LOCATION. 

Point: The “mitigation” requirement of the ESA favors large corporate 

DEVELOPERS AND IMPAIRS SMALL FARMERS, RANCHERS, HOME OWNERS AND REAL 
ESTATE OPERATIONS. ThE PRICE OF MITIGATION LAND IS MERELY ANOTHER COST 
OF DOING BUSINESS TO A LARGE CORPORATE DEVELOPER, WHILE IT IS CATASTROPHIC 
TO THE ORDINARY CITIZEN. 

I Point: A “citizen suit” provision in the ESA enables grant-driven environ- 

j MENTAL GROUPS TO SUE PROPERTY OWNERS ON BEHALF OF THE ENDANGERED 

SPECIES. This has generated an orchestrated program of legal harass- 
ment AGAINST PRIVATE PROPERTY IN ESA LAWSUITS. 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 


Columbia Basin Timber Sale Appeals, 1988-1998 

Filed in Okanogan and Colville National Forests 


YEAR 

TIMBER SALE MAME 

APPELANT 

DISPOSITION 1 

Timber Sale A{^)eals records are not available prior to 1 990 f(x these fcMests, but the activity was similar to years listed. | 

1990 

Mayfly 

Sierra Club. Cascade Chapter 

Forest Sovice Withdrew Sale 


Spur 

Roger Jackson 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Boulder 

Pend Oreille Environmental Team 

Reversed - Loeeing Approved 


E>eer 

Kettle Range Conservation Group / 
Orient Water Company 

Reversed - Logging Approved 


Gatorson 

Kettle Range Conservation Group / 

Upheld - No Logging 



Citi^ns O{^)osing Gatorson Sale 

Ujrfield - No Logging 


Calispell 

Pend Oreille Environmental Team 

Litigation 

1991 

Kelard 

Kettle Ran^ Conservation Group 

Forest Service Withdrew Sale 


Tom/Roes 

Kettle Range Conservation Group 

Forest Service Withdrew Sale 


Bea 

Inland Empire Public Lands Council 

Forest Service Withdrew Sale 


Brown Supplement 

Wesleyan University Environmental 
Interest Group 

Dismissed - Logging Approved 


Burgett 

Methow Forest Watch 

Remand (IDelay) 


Chewuch Blowdown 

Wesleyan University Environmental 
Interest Group 

Affirmed - No Logging 

1992 

Coyote 

Methow Forest Watch 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Douglas Salvage 

Sierra Club. Cascade Chapter 

Forest Service Withdrew Sale 


Leola 

Greater Ecosystem Alliance 

Affirmed - No Logging 

1993 

Little Bonaparte 

Tonasket Forest Watch 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Muckamuck 

Sierra Club. Cascade Chapter 

Affiimcd - No Logging 


Nicholson Salvage One 

Tonasket Forest Watch 

Dismissed • Logging Approved 

1994 

Poverty 

Sierra Qub, Cascade Chapter 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Tonata Range Allotment 

Predator Project, Rest the West 

Grazing Decision Reversed 


Plan (Grazing) 

Stony Hudson 

Citizens for Responsible Logging 

Dismissed • Logging Allowed 

1995 

Seldom Seen 

Inland Empire f^blic Lands Council 

Affirmed • No Logging 


Thomboy 

Kettle Range Conservation Group 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Pack-to-Go 

Inland Empire Public Lands Council 

Affirmed - No Logging 

1996 

Chewelah 

Inland Enquire Public Lands Council 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Wolfman 

Inland Err^^ I^iblic Lands Council 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Addy Salvage 

Kettle Range Conservation Group 

Affirmed - No Logging 


Eagle Rock 

Kettle Range Conservation Group 

Affirmed - No Logging 

1997 

Danny 

Northwest Ecosyacm Alliance 

Dismissed - Logging Allowed 

Crown Jewel Mine 

Okanogan Midlands Alliance 

Affirmed - Mine Permit 


(Mining Permit) 


Delayed 


Long Draw Salvage 

Northwest Ecosystem Alliance 

Forest Service Withdrew Sale 


New Moon 

Kettle Range Conservation Group/ 
Inland Em(m Public Lands Council 

Affirmed • No Logging 


North Sherman and Fritz 

Washington Wilderness Coalition 

Appeal Resolved 


This list of 33 appeals is only a representative sample of the more than 1 1 0 actual appeals filed on these forests from 
1 990 to 1997. Each appeal cost Forest Service budget and reduced economic activity in the county. 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 

Columbia Basin Mill Closures and Job Losses, 1988-1998 j 

Okanogan, Ferry, Stevens, and Pend Oreille Counties i 


YEAR 

COMPANY 

CITY 

COUNTY 

PLANT 

PRODUCTION 

EMPLOYEES 

; 1989 

WTD/Orient Lumber 

Orient 

Feny 

Sawmill 

20 mmbf 

35 

. 1990 

Charles E. Dagnon 

Okanogan 

Okanogan 

Sawmill 

1 mmbf 

2 


WTDA^alley Wood Products 


Stevens 

Sawmill 

50 mmbf 

40 

1991 

Spokane Lumber Company 

Tonasket 

Okanogan 

Sawmill 

84 mmbf 

170 

1 1993 

Ross Pallet Shop 

Chewelah 

Stevens 

Sawmill 

1 mmbf 

3 

j 

Zerba Brothers 

Addy 

Stevens 

Sawmill 

3 mmbf 

5 

1994 

S.I.R. Timber Products 

Weilpnit 

Stevens 

Sawmill 

3 mmbf 

12 

1 1995 

John Chopot Lumber Company 

Colville 

Stevens 

Sawmill 

10 mmbf 

30 

. 1997 

Omak Wood Products 

Omak 

CHcanogan 

Sawmill 

54 mmbf 

540* 


Omak Wood Products 

Omak 

Okanogan 

Plywood/ 

200 mmsf3/8" 


Total Mills: 8 



Veneer 

Total Jobs: 297 


■“Omak Wood Products filed for Chapter 1 1 bankruptcy in 1997. Its sawmill is closed. Its plywood plant is curtailed. In March 
1997 Omak listed 540 employees: in March 1998 it was down to 220, The plywood plant is scheduled forclosure in June 1998. 
The property is for sale, but buyers are wary of the reduced timber supply situation induced by environmentalist pressure. 


The Administration as Destroyer: ! 

ICBEMP 

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project 

At the direction of President Clinton in July 1993. the Interior Cohimbie Besfat Ecoqrvtem Menagement Project was 
initiated by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. No written directive for this project has been produced by the White ! 
House. The Administration claims that the National Forest Management Act of 1976 provides the authority for this project. 

ICBEMP, says the Administration, "is responding to several broad-scale issues and through an open public process, is | 
working to developa new management strategy for public land administered by the two agencies in eastern Oregon and Washington, I 
Idaho, western Wyoming, western Montana, and portions of northern Utah and northern Nevada. i 

"Across parts of these seven states, management direction for Forest Service- and BLM-administered lands was re- j 

examined and two draft environmental impact sutemenis (EISs) were prepared for different portions of the area covered by the | 

Interior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management Projcct. 

"The planning area for the Eastside EIS includes lands administered by the BLM or Forest Service in the interior 
Columbia River Basin, upper Klamath Basin, and northern Great Basin that lie east of the crest of the Cascade Range in Oregon 
and Washington. The Eastside EIS covers approximately 30 million acres of agency-administered lands. 

"The planning area for the Upper Columbia River Basin EIS includes lands administered by the BLM or Forest Service 
in pans of Idaho, western Montana and Wyoming, and northern Nevada and Utah that are drained by the Columbia River system. 
The Upper Columbia River Basin EIS covers approximately 45 million acres of agency-administered lands.” 

This enornKNu ana of rural America face* total usccrtafaity about iti mnomir tatan imdcr the system of ‘‘Eco- 
system Mauagcmait,’* a vacodydeflncdcoocept of nodcar meaning. If interpreted one way, ICBEMP will bring glorioos 
health to cTerythIng and everyone. The true intent spears to be to licstroy goods prododiig indnstriee in bvor of imported 
urban service employees, resulting in a form of cultural genocide. Tbc point is, then is no way to predict its actual impact 

No utistoctocy Economic Impact Study is cootemplatcd for ICBEMP, oidy aouaory liimmsut that does not tvat 
i rnfi«tk>nfpwtfk e*vwM»w* g flows. Even the most rndimentary Input-Output Crnmnodity-Flim Table for the area would 

I thf vas t— »«**"*'' *^***‘*‘*~‘”r ir-HRMP«»w oimI h« q 

' ccoiomy. ICBEMPwooldfanposeapoortycoocebcdaature-protcctionplaDwitfaliteiallyboDdrcdsorrcstrictioosupoB 
I rt»t«ftw gne econffiny*fce*wnnldmiravel h a slr connections between water production, ronda. Irrigation dams, hydrodectric 
I pnw,-, rimh >r,«inh*g, row crops, vineyards, beef and lamb prodnetioo. worid-dass itooeft-uH orchards, wtieatfldds. lentfli 
anj amoofl tfmiM^Mdsofotlier economic activfties that an completdvinvirible to ICBEMP*s EIS process. 

A itmlwlirtiw rinii invited the WIdemeM Society to contribote with nndnclnflncnce to the Eastside EIS 
witK Hm. Impnrtuge rf timber and forane. iastifrina the destruction of goods producers. 
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BESIEGED RURAL ECONOMIES 

The Administration as Destroyer: 
ICBEMP 


The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project 


Economic Contributions from Non' 
Tradltlonsl Sources 

This analysis shows the industries that are 
specialized in each community; it does not 
explain the reason for this spedalizatlon. For a 
traditional industry like wood products 
manufacturing, the most conspicuous reason for 
Ihe spcciallxaliori is Ihc presence uf1ar]{(« tracts 
of forested land, both Federal and privately 
owned. For the livestock portion of the 
agriculture industry, the presence of forage on 
private and Federal ran^lands may generate the 
specialization. The reason for spedalizatlon in 
some other industries Is leas apparent. 


Point: An example of the undue influence 

GIVEN GRANT-DRIVEN ENVIRONMENTALISTS: 

The ICBEMP Eastside EIS uses a 
Wilderness Society economic theory to 
devalue, ignore and ULTIMATELY ELIMI- 
NATE GOODS production. The theory 

ASSERTS THAT NON-BASlC ECONOMIC EVENTS 

ARE BASIC. Pensions, transfer payments, 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT AND 
TELECOMMUTING ARE URGED UPON US AS 


Employment supported income from non- 
traditional sources can be 'basic* or 'export' 
employment. Non-tradiUonal sources of basic 
income include retirement pensions, transfer 
payments, tourists, residents who commute to 
work outside the community but bring home 
their paychecks (Including tekeommuters). and 
Federal employees. Income from these sources 
has often not been counted as basic income in 
traditional economic base analysis. However, it 
often is basic and it la a growing percentage of 
the total Income In many interior Columbia 
Basin counties. 



BASIC SOURCES OF ECONOMIC STRENGTH, AS 
IF THE NATION COULD MAKE A LIVING WITH 
EVERYONE TAKING IN EACH OTHERS’ WASH. 

The goal of the Wilderness Society is 

TO CREATE VPILDERNESS, NOT THE GOODS 
THAT SUSTAIN CIVILIZATION. 

Ferry County Commissioner Gary Kohler 
STATES, “The loggers and the miners and 


There are two reasons to bring up non- 
tradiuonal exports in this community study. 

The first is to disclose that the reason a 
particular irkiustry le specialized In a 
community may either not be apparent or be 
other than what seems obvious. This partially 
explains why the role of Federal lands in 
supporting specialized industries can be 
difflcult to identify. The second reason for 
discussing non-traditional exports Is to account 
for the export earnings and expansion in a local 
economy generated by people moving to 
attractive rural comniuntUcs. Some assert that 
the natural amenlUes assoclaUd with Forest 
Service- and BLM-admintstered lands attract 
people, money, and Jobs to nearby communities 
(Power 1996. Rasker 1995). 

Rasker, R. 1995: A new home on the range: 
Economic realities in the interior Columbia basin. 
Washington, D.C.: The Wildmess Society 


THE RANGHERS ARE THE BACKBONE OF THIS j 

COUNTRY. But to depend on people com- ; 
ING INTO THE COUNTRY ON RETIREMENT OR j 
TRANSFER PAYMENTS OR GOVERNMENT EM- | 
PLOYMENT, that’s NOT WHAT MADE THIS | 

COUNTRY. I DO NOT COUNT THESE SOURCES 
OF INCOME AS PART OF OUR ECONOMIC BASE. 

To ME they’re SECONDARY SOURCES OF 
INCOME THAT DO NOT BRING FOOD AND FIBER i 
INTO OUR ECONOMY. We WELCOME EVERY- 
ONE TO THE COUNTY, OF COURSE. OUR 
NATION IS FOR ALL KINDS OF PEOPLE. BuT 
THIS IS EMPHATIC: WE DON’t WANT TO SEE 
THE LOGGERS, MINERS AND RANCHERS SHOVED 
OUT AND REPIACED WITH SERVICE WORKERS.” 
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Law as Destroyer: 

Spotted Owl Lo ggin g Ban Lawsuits 

Point: The Audubon Society lawsuits that resulted in the court ban on logging federal 
LAND IN northern SPOTTED OWL HABITAT WERE NOT BASED ON THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT. 

The lAWSuiTS invoked the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other laws 
TO CLOSE 212 mills, destroy 15,599 mill jobs and 7,055 logging jobs. It did not invoke 
the Endangered Species Act, although the Northern Spotted Owl, usted as an endan- 
gered species, was its subject. Plaintiffs in the suits were: Seattle Audubon Society; 
PiLCHUCK Audubon Society; Washington Environmental Council; Washington Native 
Plants Society; Oregon Natural Resources Council, Inc.; Portland Audubon Soqety; 
Lane County Audubon Society; and the SiuslawTask Force. 

j Point: Two years after the owl was listed as endangered based on estimates of a tiny popu- 
! LATION, more THAN 1 1 ,000 NORTHERN SPOTTE OWLS HAD BEEN COUNTED, BUT THE U.S. FiSH & 

1 Wildlife Service would not deust the species. Facts didn’t matter. 

! Point: After devastating the Pacific Northwest’s forest economy, environmentalists denied 
THAT their spotted OWL BAN WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY UNEMPLOYMENT. 


MILL CLOSURE DATA • SAWMILLS, PLYWOOD AND VENEER PLANTS, AND PULP MILLS 
SPOHED OWL AREA - 1/1/89 THROUGH 11/30/97 


LOCATION 

RELATED TO 
SPOTTED OWL 

NOT RELATED TO 
SPOTTED OWL 

TOTAL CLOSURES 

Oregon 

114 

1 

1 

14 

! 128 

Washington 

49 


9 

58 

California* 

25 

i 

2 

1 27 

Totals 

187 

1 

i 

25 

i 212 


"California mill closures include only faciliies in (he following counties: Siskiyou. Tnnity, Shasta. Mendocino. Butte and Tehama. 
Closed mills all had a dependence on federal timber. Owl areas of redwood region counties Humboldt and Del Norte were excluded. 


JOB LOSS DATA 

SPOHED OWL AREA • 1/1/89 THROUGH 11/30/97 


. ArAT.nM RELATED TO 

LOCATION SPOTTED OWL 

NOT RELATED TO 
SPOTTED OWL 

TOTAL JOB LOSS 

Oregon 15,151 

2.550 

17,701 

Washington 3,970 

1,132 

5,102 

California* 3,533 

44 

3,577 

Totals \ 22,654 

3.726 

26,380 


SOURCE: PAUL F. EHINGER A ASSOCIATES. 107-A OAKWAY CENTER, EUGENE. OREGON 97401 VOICE 541-6S8-9607. FAX 541- 
686-8124. 

Data from mills closed by fire, strikes, and those not dependent on federal timber, including Weyerhaeuser mills, were excluded 
from this analysis. Woods job losses were calculated on the basis of 1.2 jobs per miilion board feet of harvest decline. Area 
studied includes only lands subject to Spotted Owl or President's Forest Plan Option 9 rules. Some excluded mills may have been 
dependent upon “owl forests." 
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Rural Washington State Speaks 

! Twenty years ago, Ferry County was a self-sustaining county. Today, due to environmental over-regulation, 

: it is an economic wasteland. — Bob Sump, State Representative, 7th District. 

People feel that their interests have been overlooked considering the economic vitality in other parts of the 
state. The planning and management of the lands in our county, largely government lands, is strongly influenced by 
those outside of the area. All too often management is driven by legislation developed by individuals without a 
working knowledge of resource management. This has had a profound effect on our area's environmental well- 
being and our community. — from a letter to Washington Governor Gary Locke signed by Jimmy Walker, Mayor 
of Oroville. 

The countless timber sale appeals and lawsuits brought by local environmentalists on federal , state and local 
projects are crippling this community. Hundreds of thousands of dollars are being spent each year by local govern- 
ment defending iuelf from the agenda of a small core group of environmentalists. If s as if they are intentionally 
trying to destroy this community. 1 have yet to see this group actually do anything to enhance the environment or our 
! quality of life in this niral county. — David Keelcy,Executive Director, Ferry County Action League. 

The Okanogan County Noxious Weed Control Board appreciates the opportunity to explain the disaster 
situation protestors such as Methow Forest Watch, Friends of the Forest, and Safe Weed Control Committee, are 
allowing to occur. Non-native plant populations continue to grow at an alarming rate each year. As these non- 
native plant communities become established, they eliminate our native plant species, leaving no food value for 
wildlife. The more these groups protest the use of herbicides and slow the treatments, the more they are defeating 
their purpose, because the small infestations become large infestations needing more money and more of an aggres- 
sive approach utilizing herbicides. — Sheilah Kennedy, Noxious Weed Control Manager 

With these real life examples, one begins to understand the full impact of recent government regulations on 
indiviudals, home and communities. America, the fmited plain, risks losing the basic ingredienu which have made it 
healthy and self-sufficient. — Cathy McMorris, Stale Representative, 7th District. 

The loss of available timber from U.S. Forest Service, along with the increased cost of doing business due to 
environmental issues, has resulted in lost jobs and has made it nearly impossible to operate small business profitably. 
— Jon Newman, Plant Manager, Vaagen Brothers Lumber 

What is the effect on Ferry County government of the radical environmental movement by the appealing of 
timber sales, mine permitting and grazing pemiits? Itisbasicallydestroyingoureconomy. Our limited county tax 
base is going to fighting appeals and lawsuits over Growth Management issues. The Prosecuting Attorney's office is 
^ being tied up with frivolous appeals and lawsuits and does not have the time or resources to prosecute the real 
criminals. We were forced to cut 25% of our Sheriffs Department road deputies. Crime is up. Does this make 
sense? — Dennis Snook, Ferry County Commissioner. 

Our local environmental group leader came to visit me shotlly after I was elected County Commissioner. He 
brought two friends. They were from the W. Alton Jones Foundation. They tried to convince me to back down on 
the platform 1 had mn on, which is in favor of natural resource industry jobs in Feny County. It took me awhile to 
realize that the W. Alton Jones Foundation was located in Virginia and had been giving a lot of money to environ- 
mental groups all over Washington. What were these out-of-state foundation men doing with a local environmental- 
ist on their leash? What were they doing here at all? — Jim Hall, Ferry County Commissioner, 
i 

i As the natural resource industries die in Ferry County due to over-regulation, secondhand stores have sprung 
to life trading junk for nickels and dimes. In 1990. prior to the Climon-Gorc administration. Ferry County had one 
secondhandstoreand2,657taxpayet5employedinlheCounty. In 1998weseeonly 1, 260 paying jobs with 12 
! junk stores. The U-Haul businesses have trucks rented to people moving out faster than they can deliver them. — 
Gary Olson, Chairman, Ferry County Action League, Curlew, Washington. 
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Rural Washington State Speaks 

Okanogan National Forest harvest levels: 1980 •93fmnbf; 1990-72mmbf; 1997 - ISmmbf. Since county 
roads are funded through Forest service timber sales, this directly impacts our county budget. Our local mill [Omak 
Wood Products], the largest employer in the county, is going through bankruptcy and is scheduled to close in June 
1998. At the same time, forest health conditions threaten our communities with catastrophic fires. — Ed Thiele, 
Okanogan County CtNnmissioner. 

A gold mine is attempting to locate in our county. It has strong community support and will supply much- 
needed jobs and tax base. It has spent six-and-a half years. $75 million, and is still at least a year away from 
ground-breaking. The regulatory agencies involved in the NEPA/SEPA permitting process must be brought under 
control with realistic, iron-clad timelines. — Spence Higby, Okanogan County Commissioner. 

I have been involved in ESA regulatory negotiations (re: National Marine Fisheries listings) for the past nine 
months. I have made twelve 6-hour, 295-mile-one-way trips (from Okanogan County] to Olympia, Washington. 

This is a great burden to me personally and to the county in both time and cost. An extremely conservative estimate 
would be 200 hours spent in negotiations, and $6, 1 24.00 cost to date. — Dave Schulz, Okanogan County 
Commissioner. 

Over the past four years, we have spent $132,000 to comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act. A1 1 tests on 
the water have been good. There has never been acaseof w^erbome disease in the town’s history. Even so, we 
are expected to either find a groundwater source or build a filtration plant. The cost of a filtration plant, approxi- 
mately $4 to $6 million, would bankrupt the town. — Gayland ’’Quincy" Snow, Mayor of Coulee Dam i 

The environmental movement in Ferry County is making some children feel ashamed of what their parents 
do for a living. What was once considered their heritage is now considered a detriment. Example: logging, mining, 
and raising cattle. Richard Eich, Republic School Board and owner of Eich’s Mercantile. 

Ferry County has spent years working on the Growth Management Plan. Many volunteers put time and 
effort into writing a plan that would best serve the county and its residents for the future. We received massive 
' amounts of public comment which helped in the creation of this plan, II is unfortunate that because a small group of 
! "concerned friends” did not get everything they asked for, the county sees no end to the legal appeals. — Lynnette 
j D. Fritz, Ferry County Planning Director. 

My husband and I bought a small business in Republic IS years ago. We started with virtually nothing and 
built up a respectable business. With the advent of all the environmental roadblocks shoved at us that directly affect 
our main industries of logging, mining, agriculture and ranching, my husband and 1 are back to virtually nothing. We 
have been forced to lay off workers and cut our service hours. If these [environmentalist) "friends" of ours keep 
imposing their values on our established lifestyle there will be a loss of small business opportunities in Republic, 
empty store fronts and zero people. — Linda Tatlow, small business owner. 

The malicious Uctics employed by the local Earth First front organizations have dealt a near death blow to a 
once vibrant and growing community. The area has sustained a50 percent job loss resulting in a dying economy. 
Local governments have been forced to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to protect the area population from 
the actions of the paid activists. — Scott Simmons, Ferry County Republican Party Chairman. 
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Minnesota: Prosperity Gap #16 

Minnesota recentiy experienced an illegal Earth First! 

BLOCKADE OF THE “LiTTLE AlFIE** TIMBER SALE ON THE 

Superior National Forest. Many 

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS ARE 
suppressing goods PRODUCTION 

IN Minnesota. A county 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS: 

St. Louis County, Minnesota, is 
THE largest county IN 
America, measuring 7,902 square 
MILES OR 4,539,206 acres. Our 
COUNTY IS situated IN THE NORTH 
EAST “ARI«3WHEAD ReGION” OF THE 
STATE AND HAS A POPULATION OF 
196.000 RESIDENTS. ThE ECONOMIC 
HUB OF THE COUNTY IS DULUTH, 

WITH A POPULATION OF 83,000. ThE 
ONLY OTHER POPULATION CENTERS 
IN THE COUNTY ARE VIRGINIA AND 
HiBBING WITH A COMBINED POPU- 
LATION OF ABOUT 10,000 RESI- 
DENTS. The REST OF the county 
IS “rural” and ACCOUNTS FOR AP- 
PROXIMATELY 64% OF THE TOTAL 
COUNTY POPUIATICR^ AND 90% OF THE 
COUNTY LAND MASS. Minnesota Unempioyment Rate by Consty, March 1^8 

The FOUNDATION OF OUR COUNTy’s Minnesota County Average = 5.2% U.S. Average - 5.0% 

ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT IS HMBER, Source: Minnesota Department of Economic Security 
WOOD PRODUCTS, AND IRON ORE MINING. Compiled: F.l-G.H.T. fw Minnesota 

Timber and wood pi^dducts are the 

MAJOR COUNTY EMPLOYERS AT ABOUT 16,000 WORKERS. MINING EMPLOYS ANOTHER 15,000 WORK- 
ERS. In OTHER WORDS. THE EXTRACTION AND HARVESTING OF NATURAL RESOURCES ARE KEEPING 
OUR COUNTY AND ITS WORKERS ON THE NATION’S ECONOMIC MAP, FOR NOW. 

The economy and the way of life of thousands of St. Louis County famiues are under at- 
tack. Radical environmentalism threatens to shut down logging on ail. federally 
OWNED lands. 

In addition, government is aggressively purchasing PRIVATE LANDS TO BE SET ASIDE OR REMOVED 

FROM PRODUCTION. A PERFECT EXAMPLE WOULD BE THE PROPOSED PURCHASE AND DESIGNATION AS 

“Prairie Grasslands”, some 77,000 acres in Western Minnesota. The “Takings” of private 
PROPERTY THROUGH DESIGNATIONS AND REGULATION MUST STOP! In St. LoUIS CoUNTY, 22,000 
ACRES WERE PURCHASED IN 1997 TO BE PRESERVED FOR OUR CHILDREN. TODAY, 63% OF OUR 
OSUNTY IS GOVERNMENT OWNED. HOW MUCH LAND NEEDS TO BE SET ASIDE FOR OUR CHILDREN? 

It seems clear to me that there is the intent to remove OUR POPULATION FROM RURAL AREAS 
AND RESETTLE THEM IN MORE POPULATED “CORE AREAS” WITH CONNECTING CORRIDORS AND BUFFER 
ZONES LEAVING THE VAST AMOUNT OF OUR LAND TO NATURE, ITSELF, WITH LITTLE OR NO INTERFER- 
ENCE BY HUMANS. ThE EVIDENCE IS IN THE ACnONS: GOVERNMENT AGENCIES BUYING UP PRIVATE 
PROPERTY AT EXCESSIVELY HIGH PRICES- PRIVATE OWNERS BECOME WILLING SELLERS WHEN ENCOUR- 
AGED BY WINDFALL PROFITS. 

Is RURAL America being threatened by radical environmentalism? The answer is yes! And 

FEDERAL LAND POLICIES ARE LEADING THE CHARGE. DeNNIS FiNK, St. LOUIS CoUNTY 

Commissioner 
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Minnesota Leaders Speak Out 

As A Minnesota State Senator for t>he last twenty-six years, I have been witness to the effects of federal 

DEPARTMENT RULES AND REGULATIONS PASSED FROM FEOERALAGENOES TO THE SEVERAL STATES. It SEEMS THAT, IN MANY 
CASES, WELL I^NDED LEGISLATION HAS BEEN CO-OPTED BY FEDERAL BUREAUCRATS WHO WRITE THE “RULES OF lEGlSlATTVE 
compliance” with LITTLE REGARD TO THE OLfTCOMES FOiUZED UPON OUR STATE AND LOCAL ECONOMIES. NOT LEAST 
AMONG THESE OUTCOMES ARE ISSUES OF NATURAL RESOURCE MiWACEMENT. 

The TIMBER AND WOOD PRODUCTS INDUSTRY K A $7 MLUON SKMENT OF OUR STATE ECONOMY EMPLOYING MORE THAN 
61 ,000 WORKERS. The US Forest Service’s oecisic»i to place a moratorium on coNSTRUcnoN of new logging 
ROADS into Minnesota’s national forests has a chilling effect on our state’s timber and wood products 
INDUSTRIES. In addition, the Forestry Department’s failure to negotiate contracts for the allowable timber 

harvest in our area is having an immediate impact on the economy of this region and the FAMILIES WHO 
depend on forestry to sustain THEIR LIVELIHOODS. 

Federal legislation which results in the takings of private property by regulation or restriction is also at an 
EPIDEMIC level IN OUR RURAL COMMUNITIES. In MANY CASES, THE MINNESOTA LEGISLATURE NO LONGER FEELS THAT 
PRIVATE CITIZENS SHOULD LOSE THE USE OF THEIR PRIVATE LANDS BECAUSE OF THESE REGULATORY TAKINGS. RADICAL 
ENVIRONMENTALISM, IT SEEMS, FIAS PLAYED A MUCH TOO PROMINENT M)L£ IN SHAPING FEDERAL POLICY ON NATURAL 
RESOURCE ISSUES. FoR A STATE SUCH AS MINNESOTA, IN WHICH SUCH A LARGE PART OF OUR ECONOMY IS BASED ON 
NATURAL RESOURCES, I WOULD ASK THAT STATE, COUNTY, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS BE GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY 
OF MORE INPUT INTO THE FEDERAL REGUIATORY PROCESSES. — SENATOR SaM SoLON, SENATE DISTRICT 7 

L\ke County supports efforts to repeal State and Federal Government’s intervention into the uvelihood a.nd 

DAY TO day UVING OF OUR CONSTITUENTS. It IS OUR POSITION THAT GOVERNMENT SPENDS FAR TOO MUCH MONEY AND 
TIME ON COMING UP WITH WAYS TO DICTATE HOW WE ARE GOING TO RUN OUR BUSINESSES, USE OUR OWN PROPERTY A.ND 
MANAGE OUR NATURAL RESOURCES. 

If the people supporting these stringent regulations WOULD LOOKAT FACTS AS THEY .Mt£, AND NOT MANIPULATE THEM 
TO SUPPORT THEIR POSITION, THEY WOULD KNOW THAT OUR WILDLIFE AND FORESTS ARE HEALTHIER NOW THAN THEY EVER 
HAVE BEEN. NATURAL RESOURCES CAN BE MANAGED IN A WAY THAT WILL INSURE THEIR SURVIVAL AND THE SURVIVAL OF 
THE PEOPLE WHO DEPEND ON THEM FOR THEIR LIVELIHOOD. OnE-SIZE-FFTS-ALL LAWS THAT ARE INTENDED TO FIT ALL 
SITUATIONS, ARE UNREASONABLE AND DON’t ALLOW FOR THE COMMONSENSE APPROACH TO GOVERNMENT THAT IS .SO 
NEEDED TODAY. 

We plead with our lawmakers in AU. levels of government to STOP, TAKE A BREATH AND THINK ABOUT THE FREEDOMS 
AND WAY OF LIFE THEY ARE ROBBING SO MANY PEOPLE OF. INSTEAD OF PASSING MORE LAWS. THEY SHOULD BE TAKING A 
HARD LOOKAT THE ONES THAT ARE ALREADY LAW, AND STOP THE EXCESSIVE AND UNREASONABLE CONTROLS THAT ALREADY 
INFRINGE ON THE RIGHTS OF THE PEOPLE IN THIS RAPIDLY FADING DEMOCRACY. — LaKE CoUNTY BoaRD OF COMMIS- 
SIONERS, Two Harbors, Minnesota 

My name is David Glowaski, Mayor of Orr, MN., a small town in the heart of Northeast Minnesota’s 
“IaURENTIAN Shield” FOREST ANDLAKE REGION. For OVER 100 years THE FOREST INDUSTRY HAS been THE HEART A.ND 
.SOUL OF OUR EXISTENCE. 

Because “Urban America" is becoming so economicauy affluent, in comparison to rural America, which is 
DECLINING ECONOMICALLY. COMMUNITIES LIKE OURS CANNOT COMBATTHEPOWERfUL SPECIAL INTEREST ORGANIZATIONS 
ON AN EQUAL BASIS. ThEIR ECONOMIC POWER CHANNELED THROUGH THESE ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS IN PURSUIT 
OF THEIRAGENDAS ARE BECOMING MORE Of ATHREATTOOUR VERY EXISTENCE IN A LIFE WE LOVE AND WANT TO MAIN- 
TAIN. 

As THE U.S. Forest Service succumbs tothe“Enviro-presslr£s”, they strangle our economic base and do not 

MEET THEIR MANDATED FORESTRY GUIDEUNES. MOSTOF OUR RESIDEFm ARE DESCENDANTS OF PIONEERS WHO WANT TO 
CARRY ON THEIR HERTTACE IN A SUSTAINABLE MANNER AND PASS THIS ON TO OUR CHILDREN. As THE U.S.F.S. KEEPS 
SUCCUMBING TO THE PRESSURES OF THE ECO-TERRORISTS AND THEIR NICE SOUNDING “PARENT” ORGANIZATIONS (THE 

Sierra Club, etc.), our children’s fears keep growing. Are we going to have to leave our homes? Is dad 

GOING TO LOSE HIS JOB? IS DAD GOING TO GET CRIPPLED OR HURT OR EVEN KILLED BY AN ECO-TERRORJST BECAUSE HE 
WORKS IN THE FOREST? WhY CAN’t WE HUNT AND FISH WHERE WE USED TO? “Aha”! EvERYDAY QUESTIONS FROM THE 
CHILDREN IN OUR COMMUNITY, INCLUDING MY OWN. 

This whole oppressive “special interest movement” (radical environmentalism) is making our people very angry 

AND PRONE TO UNCHARACTERISTIC “vIOI£NCE-OUT-OF-FRUSTRAT10n”. IthAS BEEN DIFFICULTTO TELL OUR PEOPLE TO 
NOT RETALIATE IN THE SAME WAY THAT THE AMERICAN INDIAN DID PREVIOUSLY. I ASK. IS THE SCENARIO THAT MUCH 
DIFFERENT? — DaVE GlOWASKI, MaYOR, OrR. MN 
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Arizona's Forested Mountains 

Point: Precision Pine ^Timber Inc. closed its Snowlake, Ari2ona, planer mill in March 
1995 BECAUSE OF COURT ACTION THAT PREVENTED HARVESTING TIMBER IN THE ApaCHE 
SiTGREAVK National Forest southwest of Greer. At question was whether the Forest 
Service had performed a proper environmental review. The restraining ordsi was 
granted by U.S. District Judge Paul Rosenblatt in a lawsuit brought by environmen- 
talists Peter Galvin of New Mexico, the Greater Giu Biodiversity Pf«)jEcr and the 
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity. In such iawsuits a bond is required to 

COMPENSATE THE OTHER SIDE IF A LAWSUIT FAILS. HOWEVER, JUDGE ROSENBUTT SET THE BOND 
AT ONLY $1, SAYING THE ENVIRONMENTAUSTS WERE ACTING IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND HAD 
LIMITED RESOURCES. In FACT, THE FOUNDATIONS THAT FUND THE GREATER GiLA BIODIVERSITY 

Project and the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity have immense resources. 

AND ARE IN PART RESPONSIBLE FOR THEIR WORK PRODUCT. THE TURNER FOUNDATION ALONE GAVE 

THE Southwest Center for Biological Diversity $45,000 in 1996 and $20,000 in 1995 
AND IT HAS ASSETS OF $143,973,885. “They shut us down for $1 said Lewis Tenney of 
Precision. “They haven’t proven the Forest Service is wrong at all. They could lose 

THIS AND STILL PUT US OUT OF BUSINESS.” Is THIS WHAT CONGRESS INTENDED IN PROTECTING 
THE ENVIRONMENT? 

Point: Arizona’s fomst products industry was decimated in 1996 by a Lsmvvv brought by 

THE SoUTHWEJT CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY THAT EXTENDED A NINE-MONTH BAN ON 
COMMERCIAL LOGGING IN 1 I SOUTHWESTERN NATIONAL FORESTS. THE ENVIRONMENTALIST SUIT 
CLAIMED THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE HAD FAILED TO TAKE THE NECESSARY STEPS TO ENSURE THE i 

SURVIVAL OF Mexican spotted owls. U.S. District Judge Carl Muecke refused to lift 

THE BAN, WHICH CONTINUED TO CLOSE DOWN SAWMILL AFTER SAWMILL, LEAVING A FEW TRIBAL 
ENTERPRISES AS THE REM.'UNING GOOD? PRODUCERS OF TIMBER. ThE TRAIL OF DESTRUCTION LEFT 

BY Southwest Center for Biological Diversity over the Mexican spotted owl is like ■ 

THE CATASTROPHE LEFT BY THE AUDUBON SOCIETY OVER THE NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL. Is THIS j 

WHAT Congress intended in profecting the EmaRONMENT? j 

Point; The Southwest Center for Biological Diversity had filed lawsuits to close down j 
GOODS PRODUCERS MORE THAN 60 TIMES AND HAS ALSO FILED MORE THAN 34 ENDANGERED ; 

Species Act petitions to list more species that would result in shutdowns of an increas- ‘ 

ING NUMBER OF GOODS PRODUONG FIRMS. Is THIS WHAT CONGRESS INTENDED IN PROTECTING 
THE ENVIRONMENT? 1 

j 
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New England's Northern Forest 



The Northern Forest Stewardship Act 

This bill would open the doors to the nationauzationof 26 miluon acres of the 4-state area shown in the 
MAP ABOVE. The campaign to federalize the Northern Forest was created by environmental groups, which 
comprisetoday’s Northern Forest Alliance. BrockEvans, a vice president of the National Audubon Society, 
told A Tufts University CONFERF.NCE in 1 990, “Foracentury.I think it’s safe to say, timber companies up there 
HAVE owned all 26 miluon acres. Once it was all PUBUC domain, then it went to the private domain WHERE 
I it’sbeenforaverylonctime. I don't agreethatwecan'tgetitallbacK. Youhavelotsofstrongurbancenters 
WHERE SUPPORT comes from. We SHOULD GET ALL OF IT. BE UNREASONABLE. YOUCANDOIT.” 

Maine: The Way Life Is 

Maine: The y Life Should Be - tourism slocan. 

There is a new attitude afoot in Maine to make our state what some feel it “should be" . It’s a funny 
THING how THE cycle of A natural ENVIRONMENT, ONCE DISCOVERED, FOLLOWS A COURSE WHEREBY WHAT HAS 
BEEN ATTRACTIVE NEEDS TO BE CHANGED. In MaINETHIS HAS OFTEN MATERIAUZED IN THE ATTITUDE OF HAVING 

! to “save us from ourselves”. Suddenly, our natural uivironment is “in crisis" and new reforms and 

REGUIATIONS MUST BE PUT IN PLACE TO PROTECT IT. ThE FORESTS. THE COASTAL WATERS, THE RIVERS AND lAKES 
! AND WETLANDS, AND ESPECIALLY THE ECONOMY OF THE STATE, ALL ARE SEEING THE EFFECTS OF THESE REFORMS 

FROM THE “new GENERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAUSM". 
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The untold story is that in this process, the TRAOmONAt CULTURE. LIFESTYLE, ECONOMY AND USES ARE REPIACED. 
UPDATED, AND MADE MORE flTTlNG FOR THOSE WHO SEE IT AS “iHEIR TURN NOW”. TaKE A LOOK ALONG THE COAST 
TO SEE HOW QUAINT FISHING VILLAGES HAVE DISAPPEARED WHILE THE WATERFRONT HAS SKN FISHING DOCKS AND 
BOATHOUSES BECOME HOMES FOR THOSE WHO DISCOVERED MaINE’s (^AINT UNIQUENESS. AS Fla^iNG BOATS ARE 
BOUGHT OUT BY FEDERAL DOLIARS, YACHTS REPLACE THEM IN THE HARBORS. 

In the north, private forests long open to pubuc USE BECOME PUBuc ISSUES. Those proclaiming “Earth 
First!” are the new “predators" in the north wx)c«, uterauy attacking paper mills. Areas that have 

BEEN THE SHARED BACKYARDS OF LOCAL RESIDENTS AND ASJB A MOt OF PRIVATE AND PUBLIC tANOS, SUCH AS THE 

West Branch region of the Penobscot River and the Allagash Waterway are targeted for increased 

REGUUTIONS IN AN ATTEMPT TO “RESTORE” THEM. 

T HE INEVITABLE “DISCOV^Y” OF AN AREA AS WELL KEPT AS MaINE ULTIMATELY LEADS TO THE PROMOTION OF INCREASED j 

TOURISM. However, tourism brings pecwle who think our mills are ugly. They shut the mills down. 1 
They don’t uke smelly fishing boats, so they shut them down. The old-timers often sell out. or start i 
A tourist business. Newcomers compete for tourist dollars. i 

The new generation of environmentausm is backed in its efforts by wealth in the form OF environmental I 

GRANTS, LAND TRUSTS, AND THE ENVIRONMENTAL INDUSTRY’S <X>RPORAT£ RJSH TOWARD ECOTOURISM. ThE PROCESS 1 
BUNDS AND ENVELOPES WELL-MEANING PEOPLE WHO WANT ONLY TO MAKE A UVINC IN A CLEAN ENVIRONMENT. Are i 
NFE LEFT TO ACCEPT THAT OUR TRADITIONAL UFESTYLES AND ECONOMY ARE TO BE REPLACED BY ECOTOURISM AT 
GREAT SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC COSTS? ' 

“Predators" auo come from the federal government with reguwtions almost guaranteed to kiu existing i 

; RESOURCE ECONOMIES. ThE LOBSTER INDUSTRY WITHIN A MATTER OF YEARS WILL BE EXONCT DUE TO PROPOSED ' 

j FEDERAL REGUUTIONS ALLOWING OFFSHORE DRAGGING OF SEED LOBSTERS - FEMALES BEARING EGGS. ThE NoRTH- i 

ERN Forest Stewardship Act IS POISED TO ACQUIRE OUR LANDS AND FARMS ON A “wiLUNG SELLER basis”. And, 

TO CAPTUi^ THE REMAffaiNG AREAS BY EXECUTIVE ORDER, THERE ARE 1 5 FEC«RAL ACENQES WILLING, UNDER THE * 

American Heritage Rivers iNiriATivE, to help manage our rivers and watqisheos. How many “willing 

SELLERS” Wlix BE MADE THROUGH THESE INCREASED REGUUTIONS? 

It is INTERESTING THAT THE “CRlSES” WE FACE BASED ON VARIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ARGUMENTS HAVE SURFACED WITHIN 
THE PAST FEW DECADES. ThE FORESTS, THE FISHING, THE DISAPPEARING FARMS, THE ENDANGEI^ SPECIES. GLOBAL 
WARMING, THE QUALITY OF WATER, ALL HAVE DIRECT REUTIONSHIPS TO OUR NATURAL RESOURCE BASED ECONOMY 
AND PROPERTY RIGHTS. SOME ARGUE THAT THE ONLY CRISIS HERE IS THAT THE ISSUES ARE SIMPLY NOT THE WAY SOME 
i WOULD UKE THEM TO BE, AND DON’T FIT THE TOURISM SLOGAN, “MaINE: THE WAY UFE SHOULD BE”. OTHERS SEE ! 

I THE “environmental CRISES* AS AN ECONOMIC TAKEOVER TACTIC USING SUSTAINABLE COMMUNmES, ENVIRONMEN- 1 

i TAL ISSUES AND ECOTOURISM AS TOOIS. ! 

! The MaineCenter for Economic Policy is drafting a report titled, Tour/sm/ind Maine's Future: Toward 
\ Economic, Environmental and Community Sustainability. The public should be asking some hard ques- 

j TIONS, INCLUDING THE OBVIOUS: WhO BENEFITS? AnO WHO GETS HURT? : 

The Maine State Punning Ofhce has published a report recommending a tax on those living in rural i 

AREAS (“a RURAL DISPERSION tax”). WhO BENEFITS? WhO GETS HURT? 

Last year more than 25 new endangered species were added to the existing ust, imposing new reguutory ; 

BURDENS ON UNO USE IN OUR STATE. WhO BENEFITS? WhO GETS HURT? | 

Maine citizens had to head off the nomination of the Penobscot River as an American Heritage River, 
the designation of which would have restricted property rights on more than 8,000 SQUARE MILES OF 

TIMBERIANDS AND FISHING GROUNDS. WhO BENEFITS? WhO GETS HURT? ThE FEDERAL RIVERS INITIATIVE WAS NOT 
AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS, BUT INSTEAD WAS CREATED BY EXECUTIVE ORDER. SEVERAL CONGRESSMEN ARE SUING THE 
FEOERALGOVERNM ENT OVER THIS INITTATIVE. 

Why IS THE Maine Land Use Reguuhon Commission increasing reguutions for structures on clean lakes? ' 
Why weren’t property owners properly notified? Who benefits? Who gets hurt? j 

Why are the heavy hands of the environmental industry involved in threatening Maine’s existing resource I 
BASED industries WITH THEIR MONEY, POUTICS AND ECOTERRORISM? WHO BENBFm? WhO GETS HURT? I 

Maine citizens deserve answers. - Brenda Haskell, Township 1. Range 9. President, Maine Conservation | 

Rights Institute 
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CULTURAL SURVIVAL 

Consequences and Questions 

Point: Environmental laws have become a weapon destroying America's ; 

GOODS-PRODUaNG ECONOMIES. Is THIS WHAT CONGRESS INTENDED? | 

Point: Is it time to redraft all environmental laws so this cannot i 

HAPPEN? 

Point: The power to destroy America's goods-producing economies is 

NOW CONCENTRATED IN THE HANDS OF A FEW INFLUENTIAL WEALTHY FOUN- ! 
DATIONS, grant-driven ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS AND ACTIVIST FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES. SHOULD THIS CONCENTRATION OF WEALTH AND POWER BE 
INVENTORIED, EVALUATED, AND REGULATED? 

Point: Reporting requirements for private foundations are so lax 

THAT THE PUBLIC CANNOT DISCOVER THEIR GRANTS OR EXAMINE THEIR 
INVESTMENT PROTFOUO CONTENTS FOR CONFUCTS. SHOULD THE REPORT- 
ING REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS BE STRENGTHENED? Should 
PUBLIC ACCESS TO THIS INFORMATION BE MADE MANDATORY? 


Call for Investigation 

Congressional request to the Inspectors General of the Department 
OF Agriculture and the Department of the Interior for investiga- 
tions OF UNDUE influence BY PRESCRIPTIVE PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS FUND- 
ING GRANT-DRIVEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS WHOSE MEMBERS ARE IN FED- 
ERAL EMPLOYMENT POSITIONS THAT WOULD PERMIT UNDUE INFLUENCE OVER 
AGENCY DECISIONS. 

Congressional investigation of Battered Communities across the 
United States and a report on the actual state of the nation in 

terms of the URBAN-RURAL PROSPERITY GAP WITH SUGGESTED REMEDIES. 
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THE CEITEB FOR THE DEFEISE OF FREE EHTERPRISE is 

a non-profit, tax-exempt, publicly supported educational 
foundation organized under 501(c)(3) and 509(a)(1) of the 
Internal Revenue code. 

The Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise was founded 
on July 4, 1976, by a coalition of concerned citizens to 
promote and defend the principles of the American free 
enterprise system. To that end, the Center for the De- 
fense of Free Enterprise conducts many educational and 
legal action projects designed to better inform the pub- 
lic about the benefits of the free enterprise economic 
system. This report is one of a periodic series on the 
problems of free enterprise. 

Additional copies of this report are available for $10.00 from 
the address below. Questions concerning this report 
should be addressed to; Editor, "Battered Communities." 
For more information, please contact: 

CERTER FOR THE DEFEISE OF FREE EHTERPRISE 
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12500 N.E. Tenth Place 
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(425)455-5038 
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Big money is bankrolling select environmental causes 

By Scott Allen, Globe SUIT, 10/1M7 
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Oil baron Joseph N. Pew Jr. was an old-time Republican Party boss who 
despised government regulation and whose oil refinery in Marcus Hook, 
Pa., emitted noxious fumes that made the town's air almost 
unbreathable. 
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The senior executive of Sun CHI Company in Philadelphia in the 1940s 
and 'SOs was called many things in his life; humorless, corrupt, 
Roosevelt-hater. "Environmentalist* was not one of them. 

But 35 years after his death, a funiiy charity started by Pew is one of 
the leading funders of the American environmental movement, pumping 
an expected $22.5 million this year into causes that Pew himself mi^t 
well have loathed. In particular, the Pew Charitable Trusts played a key 
role in convincing President Clinton to adopt tough air pollution 
regulations that the oil industry strenuously opposed. 

The founders of Pew would be rolling in their graves if they knew," 
said Robert Schaeffer, a Boston-based consultant to environmental 
groups. 



In growing numbers, the heirs of yesterday's polluters are becoming the 
allies of today's environmentalism, one of the fastest growing causes in 
the United States over the past decade. And environmental coffers also 
are being swollen by newer fortunes built on modem technologies like 
computers and television. 

This growng stream of "big money" support has buoyed the 
environmental movement even as grass-roots contributions have 
faltered, but in some eyes it raises a troubling question; Are the funders 
now calling the ^ots? 

In one of history's ironies, a generational shift among wealthy families in 
the last 15 years has brought environmentally conscious leaders to 
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Low-graphics version 


chanties built on the profits of such historic targets of environmentalists 
as Sun (MI, The Wall Street Journal, and H.J. Heinz. 

The shift has brought into power new philanthropists such as Joseph N. 
Pew’s grandson, J. Howard ’Howdy" Pew II, an avid outdoorsman who 
visits environmental hot spots tike the Amazon rain forest. The result 
has be^ a windfall for groups such as the influential Conservation Law 
Foundation of Boston, which gets 60 percent of its income from 
foundations such as Pew. 

Likewise, people who got rich in newer industries are increasingly 
targeting their largesse at environmental causes. A charity run by Cable 
News Network founder Ted Turner and wife Jane Fonda is on track to 
become one of the top two or three environmental funders by 1998, 
while Microsoft cofounder Paul Allen gave SS million last year to the 
Nature Conservancy. 

Including new money from corporate foundations such as Exxon's, 
which just pledged SS million to protect tigers from extinction, charities 
invest at least $400 million a year in environmental advocacy and 
research. 

But the rise of environmental philanthropists is creating a new - and 
controversial * class of powers behind the throne who are shaping the 
movement with their money. Some, such as Turner and Teresa Heinz, 
wife of Senator John F. Kerry, are well known; many more, such as 
Joshua Reichert at Pew, are obscure. But collectively they are putting 
an indelible stamp on the movement by picking which issues get the 
public's attention • and which don't. 

For instance, foundations have {Himped millions of dollars into Alaska in 
recent years to preserve wilderness, holding the annual meeting of the 
Environmental (jrantmakcrs* Association near Anchorage last month to 
underscore the issues. Meanwhile, urban-based groups that work on 
issues like hazardous waste complain they cant get the attention of 
major funders. 

Critics on the left, suspicious of the money's origins, believe that 
foundations are turning environmentalists into compronusers rather than 
principled battlers. While groups that espouse confrontation are starved 
for money, they say, millions flow toward organizations that preach 
market-based environmental solutions or collaboration with industry. 

"The environmental movement is now accurately described as just 
another cynical, well-financed special interest group," sneers Jeff St. 
Clair, editor of the Wild Forest Review, who argues that the 
movement's stock portfolios give foundations a vested interest in 
enNdronmental destruction. 

But conservatives, too, are aghast that so much money from wealthy 
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femilies and corporations goes to a cause that often costs business 
money. The pro-business Capital Research Center released a report last 
year denouncing corporate ^ving to most environmental groups as 
"funding enemies, forsaking friends.* 

Conservative "wise use" activists have targeted foundations, too, 
accusing them of being a "cartel of eco-money." Two years ago, they 
picketed a Washington meeting of the Environmental Grantmakers. 

And the growing importance of charity - highlighted by this year's 
national summit on voluntarism in Philadelphia - has put a critical 
spotlight on an enterprise that was thought of as do-gooder work, if it 
was thought of at all. The Philadelphia media has been rife with attacks 
on the Pew Trusts fi-om people who didn't get grants or who disagree 
with its interventionist style. 

"We expect to be treated very much like environmental groups are 
treated," says Reichert, shrugging off the criticism. "We are a foundation 
... trying to effect powerful changes from the unique perspective of an 
American plulanthropy." 

Unlike traditional charities, whose trustees are more at home giving to 
museums and universities, the new philanthropists are sophisticated 
students of environmental issues. Teresa Heinz is vice chairman of the 
300,000-member Environmental Defense Fund, while Ted Turner hired 
the former director of Greenp^ce USA to run his charity. 

Many of the new philanthropists sec themselves as guiding - or even 
shoving - activists away from the polarized thinking that often framed 
issues as a choice between jobs and the environment. As wealthy 
people, the philanthropists are certainly not antibusiness, and many are 
Republicans, but they disagree profoundly with recent Congresrional 
attempts to weaken or repeal environmental protections. 

In New England, four leading foundations met with area groups in 1995 
and concluded that the movement needed a less confrontational 
approach, moving away from attacking farmers, fishermen, and other 
"resource users" and instead working with them toward conservation 
goals. 

"If environmental protection is imposed upon people, we will surely fail. 
But if it is accomplished vrith, for, and bet^se of people, we may 
succeed," said the foundations' r^rt, titled "New En^and's 
Environmental Futures." 

The rise of the environmental philanthropists comes at a time when the 
movement is trying to recover from the disappointment that the 1990s 
did not turn out to be "the decade of the environment." Although author 
Gregg Easterbrook regards environmentalism as the most successful 
social movement in the United Suues since World War H, its growth 


3of7 


10i71/97 11.56 AM 



105 


clearly has stalled. 

Since the heady days of 1990, the 20th anniversary of Earth Day 
drew 250,000 people to a cel^ration on the Charles River Esplanade, 
the proportion of households that make individual donations to 
environmental causes has dropped from 16.3 to 1 1.S percent. 

Greenpeace USA is the most prominent casualty so far. In August, 
Greenpeace laid off three-quarters of its 400 employees, closed its 1 0 
regional offices, and canceled door-to-door fundraising after 
membership dropped from a hi^ of 1.2 million in 1991 to only 
400,000. 

"I don't think it's a question of whether we are going to survive at this 
point. [But] if we hadn't taken such drastic measures ... that would be in 
question," said Deb Rephan, a Greenpeace spokeswoman. 

In the face of this decline, environmental groups have turned to the 
wealthy. The Sierra Club began soliciting large individual donations 
from wealthy donors several years ago after falling membership forced 
the group to lay off 26 employees. Today, 1 5 percent of the group's 
$52.6 million in income comes from "major donors." 

"We were one of the few that had irot invested in a major donors 
program," says Sierra Club cortservation director Bruce Hamilton, 
adding, "Strictly relying on our dues was not a way we could sustain 
ourselves," 

In truth, wealthy Americans were among the earliest supporters of 
conservation. They were the hunters, fishermen, and backwoods hikers 
who saw firsthand the threat that unchecked development and industry 
posed to nature, and they had the resources to do something about it. 

To this day, conservatives and corporations are major supporters of 
land preservation. The Nature Conservancy, a largely apolitical group 
focused on acquiring and preserving unspoiled land, collected more than 
SI million each last year from General Motors, Dow Chemical, and 
power plant developer Enron Corp., all of whom have tangled with 
environmentalists. 

But foundations only came to support a tougher brand of activism, such 
as suing polluters, as changes in the controlling families or professional 
staffi brought a new generation to power. 

McGeorge Bundy, a former top aide to President John F. Kennedy, set 
the tone in the late 1960s when he took over the Ford Foundation and 
began underwriting environmental causes. Established by pioneer car 
maker Henry Ford, the foundation even put up $400,000 for the Natural 
Resources Defense Council to sue the US Environmental Protection 
Agency for not controlling smog - much of it caused by auto exhaust. 
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By the early 1980s, when President Reagan slashed environmental 
pit^ims aiul scaf^ en^lfed the EPA, foundaticms be^ steedng 
money toward the enviroiunoit. 

Charles H.W. Foster, former dean of the Yale School of Forestry, was 
invited to Qiartottesville, Va., in 1982 to start one of ^ first of a new 
wave of environmental charities. The modest W. Alton Jones 
Foundation had suddenly been catapulted into the ranks of the top 100 
charities wl^ Petroleum bought out Gties S^vice Oil, 

sendi}^ the value of rtotdc owned by the foundation du^ou^ foe roof 

Founder W. Alton "Pete" Jones, a formw chief executive of Cities 
Service, was known for his big heart, but he was no ^viitHimentalist. 
"hfr. Jones himsdf had no percdved interest in such things,” recalled 
Foster. 

But Foster's widow, Nettie Marie Jot^, and their two dwghtm 
difii^nt ideas, and concentrated their giving in two areas; the 
environment and the nuclear arms race. 

Today, the W, Alton Jones Foundation fe a m^or thorn in die side of 
Pete Jones* former industry. Not only is it the sixth largest foundation 
supporter of environmental causes, but the charity gave $1 million in 
1 ^5 atoiMj to prormte ruitomtfoiles that mn on batteries and foels oth» 
than ^tsoline. 

The shift at Jones has beat replicated around the country, including 
New England. In Massachusetts, the 1982 death of J«sie B. Cox, l^r 
to die company that owns The Wall Street Joumd, created a charity 
that gave more than SI million to the environment last year. Similarly, 
Francis W. Hatch, a former Republican leader and candidate for 
gov«7»r, b^an directing money fhmi the J<dm Merdc Fund toward the 
environment in 1987, followng the death of his mother-in-law, Serena 
Merck. 

But the biggest conversion of ail came at the Pew Charitable Trusts. 
Long a conservative organization, the $3.8 billion Pew Trusts had 
helped create the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace at 
Stanford Univ^sity, where economic Milton Friedman tlwt 

corporations should give nothing to charity except to gain tax breaks. 

After the four founding fomily members died, reform-minded Pew 
tiustera hired fomwr rmrse R^iecca Rimd as cxeojtive director to 
reorganize the grant programs. Rime! replaced her senior staff with 
knowledgeable activists, including Joshua Reichert, vs^o created one of 
the largest and most influ»itial environmental giving programs in the 
cmintry. 

Though Pew 9 ^t$ began paying for work that the oil industry 
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disagreed with, Reichert kq>t the support of Pew family inen4>ers on the 
board, eq>edally Howdy Pew. An avid hunter and fisherman. Pew 
traveled with Rdchert arid Rimel on environmental field trips to 
Madagascar and the Amazon. 

And Reichert suggests that the founders of the Pew Charitable Trusts 
might also support the new direction had they lived to see it. The Pew 
family members look at this institution evolving as American society 
evolves,” he said. 

In this decade, a wave of nev^y rich people, most of whom came of age 
after the first Earth Day in 1970, have b^tm paying for more 
controversial efforts. Ted Turner's foundation, for instance, will give 
away $18 million this year, mainly to new groups that include such 
hardliners as the Native Forest C^ncil in Oregon, which opposes 
almost all logging on federal land. 

Now, with philanthropy arudysts predicting an unprecendented 
inter-generational transfer of wealth as an unusually large number of 
wealthy people die, environmentalists appear to stand on the brink of 
another leap in foundation support. 

Already, the children of Hevriett-Packard founder David Packard, who 
died last year, have said that a chunk of the $4.6 billion he left to the 
family foundation will fund ravironmemal causes, while Turner has 
pledged $1 billion to the United Nations and plans to leave much of his 
vast estate to fund environmental and youth concerns. 

The looming question is what effect all this money, and influence that 
comes with it, will have. On the one hand, philanthropists have been a 
shot in the arm, allowing start-up groups to survive and funding new 
ideas such as a bank that loans only to environmentally friendly 
businesses. But, some wonder, can a wealthy elite really guide a popular 
movement? 

These arc not people who have been to inner city Chicago or to “cancer 
alley* or on a Native American reservation in the southwest," says 
William Shutkin of Alternatives for Community and Environment in 
Roxbury. That's where you run into the limits of foundations.” 

This stoiy ran on page AOl of the Boston Globe on 10/19/97. 

O Copyright 1997 Globe Newspaper Company. 
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Environmental donors set tone 

Activists affected by quest for iunds 

By Scott Allei^ Globe Staff, 10/20/97 




econd of two parts 

Not long ago, environmentalists didn't have to worry about the 
corrupting influence of money - they didn't have mudi. 

In the 1970s, major groups such as the Environmental Defense Fund in 
New York and the Conservation Law Foundation in Boston w^e run 
by low-paid idealists, and grassroots groups had almost no budget at all. 
llie joke about so-called tairued money" from corporations was that 
there 'taint enough of it." 

Related steriet: 

LOIS GIBBS: Bricklayers daughter woods weattliv benefactors 
Finn's growth fueled bv foundation grants 
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Parteae: 

ITieareeaiitgflfa movement: Big money bankipiUenvi mnmentai cana^ 
TED TURNER: Media moeui on course lo be one of movement's top funders 
TERESA HEINZ: SenatorLwiie uses influence, donations to effect change 



Today, the environmental movement is far more diverse, sophisticated, 
and affluent. The 10 largest groups alone have 3,400 full-time 
employees, including leadens who often make $150,000 a year or more, 
as well as a small army of outside contractors such as scientists, 
lawyers, and public rdations specialists. 

"A lot of the environmental movement's message has been embedded in 
the society. In many ways, weVe wtm,” declares Doug Foy of the 
Conservation Law Foundation, whose $3.7 million budget is 40 times 
bigger than it was two decades ago. 

But success has its price. Large donors increasingly shape the 
environmental agenda, pushing «^ivists to the political center and away 
ft'om hard-line petitions that call for drastic ch^ges in the economy or 
society. The quest for money, critics, is poisoning the environmental 
movement. 
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movemott. 

It's like throwing s huge steak in among a bunch of starving lions. The 
lions will jump on h even if it is laced with arsenic," said Tim Hermach 
of the Or^on^ased Native Forest Coundl, blames big donors for 
undennining his campaign to end commercial togging on federal land. 

Most of the environmentalists' $4 billion in annual revenue comes from 
average indmduals in the form of mend>erdup dues, T-shirt sales, entry 
fees at sanctuaries and so on, kit thafs not the money that q>eaks the 
loudest. 

Charitable foundations, \^ch allow weahby individuals, fiunilies, and 
corporations to give away money tax-exempt, may be the most 
influential income of all, even though it ^counts for less than 20 
percent of environment groups' income. Foundation grants are vital to 
centrist groups such as the Conservation Law Foundation in Boston (60 
percent grant-funded) and the Environmental Defense Fund in New 
Yoric (28 percent). Many new ^oups such as Alternatives for 
Community and l^vironment in Roxbuiy (70 percent grant-funded) 
would never get started without grants. 

Even groups that get only a small portion of their income from 
foundations put special emphasis on their needs. Unlike membership 
drives, which are both labor-intoisive and time-consuming, getting a 
grant is like winning the lottery. In 199S, the average Pew Charitable 
Trusts grant was $340,000. 

As a result, foundations get up to 10 times as many requests for money 
as they can grant - and en^nronmemalists willingly modify their agenda 
to please big funders. 

If a foundation had a large int^est in Alaska and a lot of money, you 
definitely had a large interest in Alaska," joked former Wilderness 
Society director Bill Tumage to journalist Mark Dowie a few years ago. 

But parroting a foundation's agenda is not enough to get its money. 
Fac^ with the deluge of applications, foundation officials often target 
the big bucks to environmentalists th^ know, creating an inner circle of 
'Tiaves, " along with a bunch of outsiders looking in. 

It is an extraordinarily incestuous world out there," said Bob Schaeffer, 
a Boston-based consultant who represents several groups that are 
heavily funded by foundations. 

The Heinz Endowments, for instance, gives large grants to people 
Teresa Heinz knows personally, aich as environmental architect Bill 
McDonough, a family fiiend who once employed Heinz's son, or the 
Environmental Defense Fund, of which Heinz is vice chairwoman. 

And v^en the Pew Charitable Tru^s moved its marine fellowship 
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before the Trusts gave a $1 50,000 fellowship to Greg Stone of the 
aquarium, to go with a $266,000 grant Stone had received a few 
months before. 

While the grant recipients may be deserving, the "have-nots" complain 
that they tend to fit a narrow profile: political centrists who push 
scientific research or solutions that industry can support. 

That may reflect the roots of the leading environmental foundations in 
heavy industry • two carmakers, two oil executives, real estate 
developers, and a bigtime logger founded rix of the 10 largest 
environmental duuities. The foundations are run separatdy from the 
people who fcKinded them, generally by people who see themselves as 
committed environmentalists, but the founders' influence often continues 
on the board of directors or In the stock portfolio. 

Bill Shutkin, director of Alternatives for Community and Environment 
in Roxbury, said urban-based groups such as his simply can't crack the 
inner circle of these elite foundations, forcing them to turn to smaller 
organizations, such as Echoing Green or the Nathan Cummings Fund of 
New York, for help. 

The big funders, Shutkin said, "have got a ton of money, but if you're 
not right at the core of the mainstream organizations, it's really hard to 
break into that circle." 

Inside the downtown Philadelphia offices of the nation's fourth largest 
charity. Pew Charitable Trusts, Joshua lUichert plays a subtle game of 
kingmaker. As the man in charge of doling out the single largest block 
of money earmarked for environmental causes, Reichert's ideas have a 
way of becoming reality. 

When Reichert suggests two environmental groups should merge, they 
quickly meet to discuss the idea. When Reichert became frustrated that 
environmentalists are losing the public relations wars. Pew created a 
public relations firm to join the fray. If Reichert doesn't like the way a 
group is being run, he withholds its money. 

Most importantly, Reichert consistently pushes environmentalists to be 
practical, even if that means bruising egos or accepting compromises 
that purists detest. Along the way. Pew has reshaped the debate on 
issues such as log gin g, air pollution and energy conservation - and made 
some enemies, too. 

They have been bullies .... They are arrogant," said Beth Daley, vice 
president of the National Center for Rcsponrive Philanthropy in 
Washington, D.C., which monitors foundations. 

The ascendance of Reichert, who has a doctorate in anthropology and a 
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deep background in international environmental issues, mailcs a 
dramatic change from the days \vhen charities were staffed with men in 
green eyeshades who passively wrote checks to causes they dimly 
understood. Pew and other foundations are more like overseers of 
environmentalists, auditing their books, suggesting personnel changes, 
and specifying in great detail how the money should be spent. 

The agendas of the funders are as varied as the people providing the 
money, who range from the ambitious Reichert to the more restrained 
Francis W. Hatch, the 1978 Republican candidate for governor in 
Massachusetts. 

But philanthropists increasingly view their charity as "strategic 
investments" with a buaness>tike demand for performance. "We are very 
product^oriented," said Reichert. "We need to demonstrate a return on 
these investments ... that is measurable." 

The demand for performance can range from the trivial - Appalachian 
Mountain Club staffers had to dress up in costumes to help with a 
corporate-sponsored Halloween Party last year to please one funder - to 
profound issues such as how to balance the needs of industry and the 
environment. 

And, if existing environmental groups can't do the job, foundations may 
set up new ones. This year, officials at the Heinz Endowments of 
Pittsburgh set up a S700,000 organization to scrutinize deregulation of 
the electric industry, complete with a "grassroots" coordinator to whip 
up support among groups such as the elderly and organized labor. 

Pew Charitable Trusts has created several environmental organizations, 
including a strategy-plotting grcmp, a Boston-based task force on air 
pollution and energy, and a public relations firm, the Environmental 
Information Center, which played a key role in pressuring President 
Clinton to approve new air pollution rules this year. 

Taken together, these new activist foundations are reshaping the 
movement in controversial ways. Working largely out of the limelight, 
people such as Reichert, Rockefdler representative Donald Ross and 
Denis Hayes at Seattle's Bullitt Foundation are making the movement 
more pragmatic and, some say, less worthy. For example; 

A growing emphasis on "winning” rather than being ideologically 
correct. Rdchert has said his ideal strategist would be James Carville, 
the ultrapragmatic consultant bdtind Clinton's election in 1992. "I don't 
want someone who knows the frets, or can articulate them persuasively; 
I want someone who wants to win and knows how,” he told one 
inter>dewer. 

More emphasis on solutions that balance environmental and economic 
interests. The national ensaronmental group that receives the greatest 
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share of its income from foundations, the Environmental Defense Fund, 
has pionened partnerships with industry, including a highly touted 
waste-reduction program with the M^onald's restaurant chain. 

And the largest environmental gifr in US history, a $20 million donation 
from the Heinz Endowments, created a research center in Washington, 
D.C., to bring together industry, academics, and environmentalists to 
solve environmental problems. 

More emphasis on national, rather than local, issues. 

Though there have been efforts to shift the balance - several 
Massachusetts foundations set up a new fund for grassroots groups, and 
Ted Turner specializes in funding small upstarts - foundation money still 
flows overwhelmingly to big organizations working nationally. Half of 
all donations last year went to a handful of organizations with budgets 
above SS million. 

'We're kind of lost in the cracks,” said Matt Wilson of the Toxic Action 
Center, a Boston-based group that assists 60 local groups on 
toxic-waste issues. "Our status in d)e funding world is not where it 
should be." 

Some of these trends might have happened without foundation 
influence, of course. The Republican takeover of Congress in 1994 
threw environmentalists onto the defensive as they fought off efforts to 
weaken or repeal environmental laws. Under the circumstances, winning 
and compromising became hot topics and the political focus was 
naturally on the national stage. 

But there is little doubt that the foundations are getting more heavily 
involved in directing environmental activism - and opinion is sharply 
divided as to whether that is a good thing. 

Armond Cohen, director of the Pew-backed Clean Air Task Force, 
believes leading environmental funders are bringing some order to a 
movement that has often been too decentralized for its own good. Pew, 
in particular, has relentlessly pushed environmental groups to work 
together in alliances. 

"As a community, we are all tactics and no strategy," said Cohen, whose 
organization works behind the scenes to educate politicians about air 
pollution and energy issues. 

At their best, say defenders, foundations can be the voices of reason, 
drawing attention to problems before they become a crisis. For instance, 
the Merck Fund of Boston hdped short circuit the antienvironment 
“wise use" movement in New England by calling attention to their 
activities early and persuading activists to take a more conciliatory 
approach toward forest and river issues. 
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For those who have the funders’ trust, there is sometimes an 
invigorating dialogue about where the environmental movement ought 
to go. In Alaska, environmentalists credit Reichert with devising the 
national strategy that helped bring an end to two subsidized logging 
contracts in the Tongass National Forest. 

"I treat the relationship as honest partnering," said Jan Konigsberg of the 
Alaska Conservation Foundation. "I tell [Reichert] what I think, and he 
tells me what he thinks. That sort of dialogue is essential to any 
project." 

And lawyers at the Conservation Law Foundation, the most successful 
New England environmental ^oup at attracting grants, succeeded in 
turning around both Pew and the San Francisco-based Energy 
Foundation on the issue of energy deregulation. 

Both foundations had invested heavniy in energy conservation programs 
across the country that would be imperiled if the power industry were 
no longer required to do them. However, Conservation Law director 
Douglas Foy argued that deregulation was inevitable and could even be 
helpful to the environment if it encouraged the construction of less 
polluting power plants. 

"You couldn't stop a freight train, but you could steer it,” said Foy, 
describing his argument that environmental groups should encourage 
rather than fight deregulation. Now, Conservation Law Foundation has 
collected more than $ I million in grants from the Energy Foundation to 
push deregulation 

But Conservation Law's position is at odds with most other 
environmental groups in the region, which has prompted bitter fights 
and, recently, a decision by the Merck Fund to help other groups 
working to keep deregulation from proceeding loo quickly. 

It is precisely such conflicts that convinces some observers that the 
power of the charitable foundations will always be limited. Despite 
critics’ theories that the foundations are coming together as an 
"eco-cartel," others say the foundations simply disagree too much to 
wield power collectively. 

In fact, Denis Hayes of the Bullitt Foundation says that's exactly the 
problem; the environmental movement has always been decentralized 
and lacked a charismatic leader such as Ralph Nader or Jesse Jackson 
who could unify it, making it vulnerable to internal division. 

Since the 1994 elections, he said, some environmentalists "started 
training their guns on one another rather than on people they have 
nothing in common with. It's time for us to step back a little bit from 
that confrontation." 
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But otho^ argue that foundations such as Hayes' helped cause the 
internal fighting by gi>dng compromisers the loudest voice in 
environmental d^ates and mar^nalizing the purists. For instance, the 
foundation-funded Northern Forest Alliance, the dominant 
environmental voice in New England’s Northern Forest, stresses 
sustainable logging and alliances with businesses, leaving the messy 
business of protest to low budget groups such as the Native Forest 
Network, whose members chained themselves to logging equipment in 
August. 

Toundations think they are a moderating influence, but thqr are a 
stifling influence," said Mark Dowie, who is writing a book about the 
role of charity in social causes. 

End of series 

This story ran on page AOt of the Boston Globe on 10/20/97. 

O Copyright 1997 Globe Newspaper Company. 


INTERACTIVE 


MsnoN 

Send this story to a 
frietKl... 


A08rDTiaSAU.VIBIt 
Is this story 
impoiiant? 


uLana stoiies 
E nter a search term: 




aOSIQHCOH 

IBHOtmSBV 


GTE 


C Copyright 1997 Globe 
Newspaper Company 


Works 


btwCtntwDfWthwrt 

AfMM* 


Return to the homcparo 
of The Globe Online 


Toil 


10/21/97 12:02 PM 



116 


RECENT FOUNDATION GRANTS FOR GREEN ADVOCACY 
GROUPS ACTIVE ON TONGASS TIMBER ISSUES 

Brainerd Foundation 


Alaska Clean Water Alliance (1995) $15, (XX) 

for monitoring pulp mill pollution in Southeast Alaska 

Alaska Conservation Found^Uion (1996) $12,000 

for public education and outreach concerning Tongass forest issues 

Sitka Conservation Society (1996) $15,000 

for CIS analysis of USFS data showing areas aggected by alternatives of draft 
Tongass Management plan 

Southeast Alaska Conservation Coalition (1995) $14,500 

for general support 

Southeast Alaska Conservation CoaliticHi (1996 - 2 grants) $37,750 

for general support ($20, 000) and computer equipment ($1 7, 750) 

Tongass Conservation Society (1995) $10,000 

for awareness of local discharges of hazardous substances 

Tongass Conservation Society (1996) $15,000 


for public health expert to address pollution problems caused by Ketchikan pulp 
mill 

Bullitt Foundation 

Alaska Conservation Foundation (1995) $120,000 

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (1994) $20,000 

for traimng activists to appeal USFS timber sales 


McIntosh Foundation 

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (1993) $50,000 

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 

Alaska Conservation Foundation (1996 • 2 years) $200,000 

for Alaska Rainforest Campaign 
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Ruth Mott Fouadation 

Conservation Foundation (1994) $25,(X)0 

for Alaska Rairtforest Campaign 


Pataconia 

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (1996) $9,000 

to fund <yjpositi<m to logging in the Tongass National Forest. 

Hie Pew Charitable Trusts 

Alaska Consovadm Foundation (1995 — 15 months) $470,000 

for the Alaska Coastal Rairtforest Initiative 

Alaska Conservation Foundation (1997 - 2 years) $ 800,000 

for the Alaska Rairtforest Campaign to develop a comprehensive proposal to 
protect the entire Alaskan temperate rainforest, to expand public support 
throughout Alaska and the U.S. , to continue ^ons to shape the management 
plan for the Tongass National Forest, and to challenge new logging in Southeast 
Alaska. 

Rockefeller Brothers Fdnd 

Alaska Conservation Foundation (1995 — 2 years) $200,(X)0 

Rockefeller Family Fund 

Alaska Conservation Foundation (1995) $40 000 

support for grassroots organizing and media activities in Washington, D. C. , to 
increase level for concern among national organizations for Alaskan issues, 
especially clearcutting in Tongass and opening ANWR to oil exploration 

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (1996) $20,000 

support nationwide organizing drive to respond to attacks on the Tongass 
Timber Reform law and develop strategies for timber industry conversion 

Surdna Foundation 

Alaska Coastal Rain Forest Campaign (1994 - 2 years) $200,000 

Alaska Conservation Foundation (1995) $50, OCX) 

help mobilize Alaskan environmerttal interests and citizens for a national public 
education initiative that will counter threats to the ANWR, the Tongass National 
Forest and other ecologically valuable public lands 
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Southeast Alaska Conservation Foundation (1996) 

for an initiative to pnnea the Tongass National Forest 

WUburforce Foundation 

Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics (1997) 
far the Tongass in transition program 


$25,000 


$40,000 
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Polk County 


BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


POLKCOUNTYCOURT110USE*DALLAS.OR£GON9733»J174*(S03)62»4173*FAX<603)62»»96 C«niiiiaNon>rs 

MIKE PROPES 
C. RALPH BLANCHARD 
RON DODGE 


GREGORY P. HANSEN 

^ Admiiusti»tiv,Offi»r 

Statemeot of 

Mike Propes, Commissioner 
Polk County/ Oregon 
before 

House Comminee on Resources 
The Honorable Don Young, Chairman 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Oversight hearings on; 

Impact of Federal Land Use Policies on Rural Communities. 

Tuesday 
June 9. 1998 


Mr. Chairman: 

My name is Mike Propes. I am chairman of the Polk County Board of Commissioners. 
I'm also the Vice President of the Association of Oregon and California Revested Railroad Grant 
Land Counties (0 & C Counties), on the Board of Directors of the Association of Oregon 
Counties, a member of the Willamette Liveability Forum and Chair of two water basin 
committees. 

Polk County's northern boundary is located 74 riva- miles from the confluence of the 
Willamette River and the Columbia River and it’s southern boundary is 1 10 river miles from the 
mouth of the Willamette River. The Willamette River runs along the emiie eastern boundary 
of Polk County. Along the 36 river miles in Polk and Marion Counties we have family and 
corporate fanning, industrial manufacturing, gravel processing operations and residential 
developments. 

We share your concerns about federal policies being developed in Washington, D.C. with 
little input from rural communities that are most impacted, I offer the following observation 
quoting from our letter dated August 19, 1997, to Karen Hobbs, Council of Environmental 
(^ality (letter included as an exhibit), "Looking at the AHRl from the 'bottom up’, it seems 
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quite obvious that the initiative was developed without an awareness of efforts already underway 
by regional, state and local citizens in cooperation with federal agencies to protect our rivers. 
The preliminary meetings involving approximately 690 attendees, held in large metropolitan 
areas, seems to have been the basis for launching Ae AHRJ. This hardly seems representative 
of over 225 million people on this matter, and thus seems to have been spawned from an 
inadequate understanding of the need or want of both the citizens and the rivers. " 

The President announced the American Heritage River Initiative proposal in his 1997 
State of the Union speech. The President said that designated rivers would be eligible for 
"focused federal support" in the form of information, technical expertise and streamlined access 
to federal money available in existing programs. The President also said, "there will be no 
federal mandates, no regulations and no restrictions on property holders’ rights," It is alleged 
to be a volunteer program and supposedly largely symbolic that needs broad public support to 
help states cut through federal red tape. Since the President’s announcement Congress pressured 
the Council on Environmental Quality office to extend the public comment period, the President 
announced that they were accepting American Heritage River nominations, and Senator Gordon 
Smith wrote to the CEQ expressing his opposition to designation of rivers in Oregon. Twenty- 
four counties have passed resolutions requesting to be excluded from consideration of listing 
under this initiative until such time that specific information is available to determine the cost 
and benefits of having a river designated in their county. 

Two rivers in Oregon, the Willamette and Columbia County portion of the Columbia, 
have been nominated as American Heritage Rivers. An anicle in the May 19. 1998, Oregonian 
stated, "the Willamette looks like a strong contender for the American Heritage Rivers list." 
With two Portland area men named to an advisory committee to make recommendations to the 
President, the Willamette River’s chances of being one of the 10 rivers included in the first 
round of the program is a good bet. 

The program is supposed to be voluntary, but it appears that these designations will occur 
in spite of strong opposition from local governments. This is the first promise broken with 
respect to the AHRl. Broken promises seem to be a pattern with this administration’s 
environmental initiatives. 

Four counties along the Willamette River. Lane, Linn Polk and Yamhill, have asked to 
be excluded from an AHRI designation until specific financial benefits and potential 
consequences associated with a listing are known. To this date, the response to our request for 
more detailed information has been a deafening silence. As county commissioners we believe 
that healthy rivers are in the best interests of our river community residents, but we need to 
know that a new bureaucracy unleashed with vague and unclear goals, guidelines and objectives 
will respect the authority of local elected officials and the private property rights of citizens 
living along our rivers. 

Recently at the National Association of Counties, Western Interstate Regional Conference 
in Juneau, Alaska, presentations by U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management urged 
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local governments to trust them. They spoke of the need for the road building moratorium on 
federal land and decoupling/delinking of timber receipts from county payments so they could 
work on the roads they want to keep and people wouldn’t have the perception that timber harvest 
was being increased because of pressure brought on by county government to increase revenue. 
They said they are flexible, but both issues are non-negotiable by this Administration. They said 
"trust us", in the long term it’s in your best interest. They have not shown us that the road 
moratorium will be in our interest. We think it will only limit the access to federal land in our 
counties, and we know that decoupling/delinking timber receipts from county payments is not 
in our long-term interest. This is not the way you earn and build trust with your partners. So 
how can we trust this Administration when they say ail they want to do is encourage community- 
led efforts to spur economic revitalization and protect our natural river resources by cutting 
through federal red tape without creating new regulations. We don’t think so. By June or July 
we will know If the Willamette River will be listed as an American Heritage River. Maybe after 
the listing we will know more about the benefits and consequences that go along with a listing. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak here today. 

POLK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Mike Propes, Chairman 


end; Exhibits 1-6 

Additional Exhibit materials will be submitted at hearing 
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Lane County Board of Commissioners ~ ; i 


Steve Coraacctda 
Ellie Dun^i 

BobbyGicea,S(. 

_ PeterSoraira I 

Ciady Weekkeyer j ’ 

IN THE BOAKD OF COUNTY COMMISSIOKERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON ' 

) IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION ^QUESTI ‘JG 
RESOLUTION 97-12-10-U ^STAYOF DESIGNATION FROM 

) AMERICAN HERTTACT RIVERS INTTIATIVE | 

WHEREAS, fhfl T .anft CcHinty B o ard of hdleves Strong that IlMltiiy r Vtt 

systems are in the interest of the werepreseot, and | 

. WHEREAS, the Lane Coaaty Board of CoonmssioDers supports in concept a federal ii^a ive 
to support conummides in their efforts to restore and protect America’s rivets, and 

WHEELS, we have already made great strides in developing partnerships among ral,. 
state and local agencies and oar to restore and protect Oregon’s river systems in compari Ktn 

to other states, and 

WHEREAS, there are maz^ differ ent perspectives on bow to structure and admintf ter 
governmental programs designed to restore and protect livers while respecting the authority of k cal 
elected nffi daU and the private property limits of citizens living along our rivers, and 

WHEREAS, w^ the elected representatives of our river communities, have determined t lat 
the terms and cooditioiis presented by the American Heritage Rivers Initiative (AHRI) are vague i nd 
unclear, and i , 

WHEREAS, we have ffirther determined that specific financial benefits and poteni^ 
corserpiences Amariem R«»rThio»* Rhrers Tfiitri^iw cannot be ascertained without more detai ed 
infonnatioQ, and ! 

WHEREAS, on behalf of T-an^ Coun^, Oregon, we do her^ty request our couj^ be 
excluded ffom the first round of designated rivers until su(^ time ffiat tins body, or our succesrara, 
detennines that designatioa is in the best interest ofourreadents, and 

WHEREAS, we as dufy dected officials and representatives of Lane Couz^, Oregon, do 
declare that we will not sdmA nor siyport any pedtkttifo federal designatiwi of a river, wate cMB d 
or portkm of a river wiffnn onr oouoly and wiffm the boundaries of our jorisdictirei under the AH^ 
such time as the proposed azq)lementation of the program has been fiilfy e:q}laiaed ^ tee 

Mtwftrrifwi nfflrialtt nftfiM n - Min t y A>y p”**™ f pwaniM ttih mitiiTig y ppririnn to 

federal, state or local go ver nm ent to derifflate a riva; a portion of a rivs; or a watershed ias m 
American Eteritage iriw that fifls within tire lands under our jurisdiction does so withoi^ ojoi 
api»oval or consent as riw elected lepcesentath^ of tile river commmB^. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR LINN COUNTY 

IN THE MATTER OF REQUESTING A STAY ) 

OF DESIGNATION FROM AMERICAN HERITAGE ) RESOLUTION 

RIVERS INITIATIVE ) 

WHEREAS, on behalf of Linn Countv. Oregon, we the undersigned, as duly elected 
officials and representatives of the county, do hereby request that our county be excluded 
from any area designated as an American Heritage River until such time that this body, or 
our successors, determines that designation is in the best interest of our residents. The 
application for designation as an American Heritage River requires that a "river community" 
designate itself for the purposes of this Initiative. As such, we the undersigned affirm our 
Constitutional role as the local, legal authorities authorised to represent this rfver community. 
We, the representatives of the river community, have determined that the terms and 
conditions presented by the American Heritage Rivers Initiative are vague and unclear. We 
have further determined that the potential consequences of the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative cannot be ascertained without more detailed information. We thereby request that, 
until such time as the proposed implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has 
been fully explained to the satisfaction of the elected officials of this county, that all lands 
that fall within the jurisdiction of Linn County, Oregon, not be designated, and not be part 
of a designation, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of Linn 
County, Oregon, do declare that we will not submit not support any petition for federal 
designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within our county and within the 
boundaries of our jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, 
until such time as the proposed Implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has 
been fully explained to the satisfaction of itie elected officials of this county. Any person 
or persons submitting a petition to the federal, state or local government to designate a 
river, a portion of a river, or a watershed as an American Heritage River that falls within the 
lands under our jurisdiction doss so without our approval or consent as the eiected 
representatives of the river community. 

BE IT RESOLVED, on this 25th day of November, 1 397, that this Resolution shall be 
executed, made public and delivered to the White House Council on Environmental Quality 
In Washington, D.C. 


APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

—A- 


Linn County Legal Counsel 
1 ■ Resolution #97-567 
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IN THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE STATE OF OREGON EXHIBIT 3 

FOR THE COUNTY OF YAMHILL 
SITTING FOR THE TRANSACTION OF COUNTY BUSINESS 
In the Mailer of a Resolution Requesting a ) 

Stay of Designation as a Participant in ) RESOLUTION 9S-2>!9-l 

the American Heritage Rivers Program. ) 


THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF YAMHEX COUNTY, OREGON ("the Board") sat for the 
transaction of county business in formal session on Thursday, February 19, 1998, in Room 32 of the Courthouse, 
Commissioners Ted Lopuszynski, Robert Johnstone, end Thomas E.E. Bunn being present 

WHEREAS, the Yamhill County Board of Commissioners has been asked to take a position on the issue 
of designation; and 

WHEREAS, the issue having been previously referred to the Yamhill County Planning Commission for 
review and comment; and 

whereas, the Yamhill County Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 5, 1998* to take 
testimony from the public; the majority of which was opposed to designation at this time; and 

WHEREAS, the Yamhill County Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend to the Board 
of Commissioners that ‘*Yanihih County opt out of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative until such time as there 
are enough specifics to determine the benefits to the citiiens”; 

NOW THEREFORE. IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED THAT WE THE YAMHILL COUNTY BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS request that our county be exckided at dlls time from any area designated as an American 
Heritage River. 

DONE this 19th day of February, 1998 at MsMinnvUle, Oregon. 




A 



JOHN 
Yamhill County Counsel 


YAMHUL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Chairman '-lED LOPtlSZYNSH 


Commissioner 


OBERT JOHNSTONE 


Commissioner 


lioner THOMAS BUNN 


Acespted by YamMII Co'inty 
eipard ot Conmlssic-nsi's r.a 

board Ordar 


RESOLUTION 98-2-I9-I 
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EXHIBIT 4 


Polk Coltnty 


BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


POLK coumr couRntouss * Dallas. Oregon *(503) 62mi73 * fax (503) ezi^aise ,■ 

MIKE PROPES 
C. RALPH BLANCHARD 
RON DODGE 


Augusi 19, 1997 


GREGORY P. HANSEN 

Administraove Officer 


Karen Hobbs, Agency Representative 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Old Executive Office Building 
Room 360 

Washington, D.C. 20501 

RE: American Heritage Rivers Initiative 

Dear Ms. Hobbs; 

The following comments are offered regarding The American Heritage Rivers Initiative (AHRI). 

Looking at the AHRI from the "bottom up", it seems quite obvious that the initiative was 
developed without an awareness of efforts already underway by regional, state and local citizens 
in cooperation with federal agencies to protect our rivers. The preliminary meetings involving 
approximately 690 anendces, held in large metropolitan areas, seems to have been the basis for 
launching the AHRI. This hardly seems representative of over 225 million people on this 
matter, and thus seems to have been spawned from an inadequate understanding of the need or 
want of both the citizens and the nvers. 

More specific comments relate to: 

1. River Navigator • This newly crea^ position will serve as a "bottle neck" in the 
request for and delivery of assistance to local communities because it is "a single 
cofltact/liaison for all fetleral resources". In addition, such a position will 
blossom into a staff of some number, all of which will require funding, an 
unnecessary expense. Federal agencies arc currently funded a^ capable of and 
do administer to programs which support watershed health efforts by local 
communities. 

1 . Cootdinated Delivery of Federal Services - Greater interagency coordination 
reiaco^ to oveiiappii^ programs should be a high priority and pr e c e de enactment 
of the AHRI. Although coordination, as offered by the AHRI, is needed and 
would be welcomed, the process as outlined is "dripping" with strings which 
would be held by the federal government thus wresting control from local 
communities. This should be an internal (within the Administr^ion/lnteragency 
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Karen Hobbs 
August 19, 1997 
Page: 2 


Task Fotct) <!irective and should not be tied to the receipt of federal services by 
river eonmumties. 

3. npod Heighhor Policy - This seems to imply that such policy on the part of 
federal agencies does not exist today. The implication, we believe, is a "slap in 
the face* to those federal agencies which are already 'good neighbors". While 
such may not have been the policy in the distant past, recent actions indicate that 
federal agencies have realized that "top down" wasn’t aciiieving desired resuits. 
They have slowly revamped their thinking and are now teachii^ out to local 
watershed councils and working mote closely with local communities. 

The Good Neighbor Policy advises that the interagency task force wili inform 
communities and federal agencies about AHRI goals and objectives. Ncidier the 
goals cor the objectives of the initiative are defined in the Federal Register 
Notice. Lack of specific goals and objectives of the .\HRI can lead to changes 
without adequate input from river communities and will result in floundering and 
confusing programs with cross purposes. 

4. River Nomination - While nomination of a river will spotlight such river, it will 
he done at the expense of other equally important rivers, streams and other bodies 
of water. This secuon advises that a river community may, at their discretion, 
nominate rivers for the AHRI program. However, the designation process as 
outlined indicates the President, by proclamation, will designate ten rivers in 
1997. First, the time allowed for citizen involvement in the initial designation 
process is far too short and leads one to believe the ten rivets have already been 
chosen without benefit of the 'bottom up’ input. Second, the interagency task 
force has not published infonnation on how the initiative will be developed, thus 
making the designation of ten rivets premature. 

The American Heritage Rivers Initiative is a fine start by the federal government to suppon tlK 
efforts of community-driven progiams. However, it seems to be a ’cart before the horse’ 
program. Lack of details on implementation and operation of the program threatens the success 
of a good idea. This idea, in our view, is not ’ripe* for implementation nationwide. 

A better start would he so matte this published initiative an internal document directed to the 
fflesnhets of the iia nag e ncy task fact. A program of this magnimde needs greater specificity 
rtgaifi® the role of the federal government. Goals and objectives should be more cleiriy stated 
giving recognition to those agencies and agency programs already underway. 



Karen Hobbs 
August 19, 1997 
Page: 3 


Thank you for the oppomiaiiy to conuneat on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. 
Sincerely, 
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exhibit 5 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
FOR POLK COUNTY, OREGON 


1 In the matter of lequesting a <tay of ) ' 

dcaignacion Rooi American Heritage ) 

2 liven Initative ) 

^ RESOLUnON NO. 97-36 

4 

WHEREAS, on tehalf of Polk County, Oregon, we the undenigned, as duly elected 

5 oiSciab and representatives of the County, do berdiy request that our county be excluded from 

any area des ign ated as an American Heriage River until such time that this body, or our 
successors, determines that designation is in the best interest of our residents. The application 

^ for designation as an American Heritage River requires that a 'river community* designate itself 
for the purposes of this Initiative. As such, we the undersigned afSim our Constimtional role 

8 as (he lo^, legal authorities authorized to represent this river community. We, the 
representatives of the river community, have detennined that the tenns and conditions presented 

9 by the American Heritage Rivers Initiative aro vague and unclear. We have further dnermined 
that the potential consequences of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative cannot be ascertained 

10 without more detailed inibttnation. We thereby request that, untii such time as the proposed 
implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has been fully explained to die 
sads&ction of the elected officials of this county, that all lands that M wiftin the jurisdiction 

12 of Polk County, Oregon, not be designated, and not be.part of a designation, as an American 
Heritage River. 

13 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of Polk 
County, Oregon, do declare that we will not submit nor support any petition for federal 

15 designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within our county and within the 
boundaries of our jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, until such time as 

16 the proposed implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative hat been fiilly explained 
to the satisfaction of the elected officials of this county. Any peiaon or persons submitting a 

19 petition to the fiedetal, state or local government to designate a river, a portion of a river, or a 
w a t e r shed as an American Heritage River that falls within the lands undp our jurisdiction does 
so without our approval or consent as die elected representatives of the river community. 

19 

BE IT RESOLVED, that this resolution shall be executed, made public and delivered to 

90 the White House Council on Environmental Quality in Washington, DC. 

Dated December 10, 1997, at Dallas. Oregon. 

22 

FOLK COUNTY BOARD 


County Counsel 



Ron Dodge, 


Mike Propes, Cotimiissioner 
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American Heritage Rivers initiative Testimony 

Willamette Basin and 

J Opt-out Counties 




The counties contain 62% 
of the basin 

The counties contain 60% 
of the basin streams 


^ Opt-out Countie s [~Z3 Willamette Basin 

Counties Represented 
Lane County Polk County 


Linn County 


Yamhill County 



State of Oregon 


POLK COUNTY 
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BXHIBIT a 


OREGON COUNTIES SUBMITTING 
RESOLUTIONS ON AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INTnATTVE 

Baker 

Columbia 

Coos 

Crook 

Curry 

Douglas 

Grant 

Harney 

Hood 

Jackson 

Josephine 

Klamath 

Lake 

Lane 

Linn 

Malheur 

Morrow 

Polk 

Sherman 

Umatilla 

Union 

Yamhill 

Wallowa 

Wasco 
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IN THE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
FOR THE COUNTY OF BAKER 


IN THE MATTER OF ) RESOLUTION 98-1001 

) 

RESOLUTION DECLINING } 

CONSIDERATION OF THE ) 

AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS } 

INITIATIVE IN BAKER COUNTY ) 


WHEREAS, BaKer County has conslstendy endeavored to support and encourage the care and 
management of the wa^r resources within Baker Courtty, and 

WHEREAS. Baker County asserts that the best decisions are made at the local level, and 

WHEREAS, the designation as an American Heritage River requires Uiat a "river community" 
designate itsetf for the purposes of this Initiative, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Baker County Commissioners through Its Watermaster’s Department 
and local Watershed Council best represents the ‘rtv^ community." 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Board of Baker County Commissioners as 
representatives of the "river community .* hereby -decline any considerahon of alt waters that lies within the 
jurisdiction of Baker County, Oregon. 


DONE af\d DATED teis 7th day cf January. 1998. 



(tnt^TFwNoM 7871 

1 °- L 




Co. 

ffmm* 

ntota • 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR COLUMBIA COUNTY, OREGON 
In the Matter of a Resolution ) 

Requesting a Stay of Designation ) Resolution No. 3-98 

from the American Heritage Rivers ) 

Initiative ) 

WHEREAS, on behalf of Columbia County, Oregon, we the undersigned, as duly elected 
officials and representatives of the county, do hereby request that our county be excluded from any area 
designated as an American Heritage Rivet until sueh time that this body, or our successors, determines 
that designation is in the best interest of our residents. The appiication for designation as an American 
Heritage River requires that a “river community” designate itself for the purposes of this initiative. As 
such, we the undersigned affirm our Constitutional role as the local authorities elected to represent this 
river community. We have determined that the terms and conditions presented by the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative are vague and unclear. We have ftmher determined that the potentiai 
consequences of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative cannot be ascertained without more detailed 
information. We thereby request that, until such time as the proposed implementation of the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative has been fully explained to the satikketion of the elected officials of this 
county, that all lands that fall within the jurisdiction of Columbia County, Oregon, not be designated, 
and not be a part of a designation, as an American Heritage River; and 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of Columbia 
County, Oregon, do declare that we will not submit or support any petition for federal designation of a 
river, watershed, or portion of a river within our county and within the boundaries of our jurisdiction 
under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, untl such time as the proposed implementation of the 
American Heritage Rivers Initiative has been fully explained to the satisfaction of the County Board of 
Commissioners. Any person or persons submitting a petition to the federal, state or local government to 
designate a river, a watershed, or a portion of a river as an American Heritage River that falls within the 
lands under our jurisdiction does so without our approval or consent 

BE IT RESOLVED as follows; 

After adoption, a copy of this resolution shall be sent to the White House Council on 
Environmental Qtality in Washington, D.C. 

DATED this fifth day of Januaiy, 1998. 



us^ioner 
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BOARD OF aBMISSIONERS 
COUOTY OF COOS 
STATE OF ORBSON 

In thn Mettar of a Rasolutlon of Non ) RESOIWION 

Support for the Heritage Rivera ) 

initiative ) 97 - 11 . 1391 , 

HOH BEFORE THE Board of Connlaalonera sitting for the 
tranasotion of County husinsss on the 12th day of Novsndier, 1997, 
is the natter of adoption of a Resolution of Non Support for the 
Heritage Hl^mre Initiative; 

WHEREAS, on behalf of Coos County, Oregon, we, the 
undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of the 
comnunity, do hereby oppose the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative; and 

WHEREAS, the Board opposes the intervention of the federal 
government, agencies ukl aaployaes Into our local zoilng, planning, 
land use and water authority; and 

WHEREAS, the Board will neither submit tmr si^port any 
petition for federal designation of a river in our conaunlty for 
the Mexican Heritage Rivers Initiative, nor shall we enter into 
any agraasient with the federal government concerning the save 
feteral designation within the boundaries of cmr ]urlidioti«s; 

NOW, THBREFORB, BE IT RESObVBD that any person subsUltting a 
petition to the federal govemnant for inolusiOD of a designated 
river ox area wlUtln our designation doaa so without tfia approval 
or oonaant of the duly alaetad. offioiala and x^reeentativas of 
this eonanmity; 

Reaolutlott 97-11-139L - Fage 1 
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23 

24 

25 

26 
27 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall be eaeoutad, 
made public and dalivazad to the White House Council on 
Environmental Oualltr in Washington D.C. 

DATED THIS /3^ day of 1997. 


Applied as to form: 
SI^feaoT^intyl 


lunty Counsel 



2S 


Resolution 97-11-139L - Pago 2 
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IN THE COUNTY COURT OP-*THE STATE OP OREGON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CROOK 


IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION) 

OF NON SUPPORT FOR THE ) RESOLUTION 'J } OF 1997 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE . ) 


WHRR R A S, on behalf of Crook County, Oregon, we the undersigned, 
as duly elected officials and representatives of the community, 
do hereby oppose the American Heritage Rivers Initiative,- and 

NHBRSAS, the County Court opposes the intervention of the federal 
government, agencies and employees into our local zoning, 
planning, land use and water authority; and 

WHEREAS, the County Court will not submit nor support any 
petition for federal designation of a river in our community for 
the American Heritage Rivera Initiative, nor shall we enter into 
any agreement with the federal government concerning the same 
federal designation within the boundaries of our jurisdiction, 
NOW, THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED, that any person submitting a petition to the 
federal government for inclusion of a designated river or area 
within our designation does so without the approval or consent of 
the duly elected officials and representatives of this community; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution shall be executed, 
made public and delivered to the White House Council on 
Environmental Quality in Washington, D.C. 

DONE AND DATED in regular session this^^'^dav of 
1997. ■ 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


€Qpf 


IN AND FOR THE COUNTY^ OF CtmRV, ORBX5N 


RESOLimON 


bt iW Mattie U • fe iipl utlp o 
BAirinI PwitmHnn UwW di* 

P i Ofi do Bi ef tkt A m one a n 

Hi«iag> Cnvcf laHia^iw , 

I CURRVCOUf^fYaERK 

•ni TwrrrifutilNn of tlu Co«iaty« do hattby mfuaat iW owCoooty U ckWo^ bom mjr ttm 
i l ni gi i fcj mu Amwictn H<cUgt Rim. IW tpfhrtiHnn far Jo^aatiap m aa Amcrioio Horiiigt 

BiMic u y A M «x>mm«nrty* jmlpmU Hmtf Eot U» pu r po wB d iL* luUwtiv* Antu^ 

^ ^ wijiin|sol offitm «Mr CoBuitiliikaoiiol sob m Iccol, Itgii antiwcitioi oukLorimJ to 
Ai»rtv«f oo Bununay . We, tb» tif i — lUU 'im ei iba ttmt oammmdtf, t b mby n q a mt thot 
•IlinbdHtbll«i^iiilllwiuciijietiioaafCuB]rCa»ity;OM|an. not liMilnaignatxj, «nJ notWptrt 
of • dmi^Knn. m «a Amoino H«rita|i Rhr«r. 


VHEREAS, «o tke *W«nigaeJ, m fopwMulaiiww of Curry 

CcwBly, Omgon, do iUoLm our opporUioK to tlw lafamalioo of lU bbxti |CM^ 

at r^meim tntowtHmr <f aoning^ pliimhH, 1— dw— aoJ wim TImmomHmi 

•m ImM Mt^v^ At ikt ttite tad loci] Icweb vA waitUiir lulmdt i kt iuppod ai^ br 

bdvBl ffi fo s ti ai of a doar^ awi t agbad , or pecttmi of t cw our Couoty tad vitLfa ^ 
tomd t rifi rf our ftgiaAatiai undat Aa Ammicm Haritott Hina Imtiativi. Any ptncn or paoDiia 
wihmitfin g taatMog tod>t bJnil . ddoarjoeil gewmatal to J r d yiai t a Bm> a portion cf a rivtr. 
or a aa aa AaMdaan Hanta^ Rmvt tbai bOa triUtio tka Mada uudat wMt fuiinltvtluB doat 

•0 uttkoot our approval *» o«iaant aa tka t l t rt i d npctttBiaUvot of tlit mat eommuaafy. 

NOT, THEREFORE, Ba It RtmUI. cm tl» 22nJ iW cf 1997, tkat fU 

twclntioa dkall Lt ammit ad. owda puLlic and rlabvawd to iIm WjuU Houm CoimeJ on 

Eanwaiiaatal Quatoy la Taalnnftoo, D.C. 
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

DOUG ROBCRTCON JOYCE MORGAN MIKE WINTERS 
1036 S.E. Douiitt Av«., RmibJIT ■ ROMbiiri, OreioM 97470 * (S03) 440*4201 


November 18, 1997 


Secretary Bruce Babbitt 

Department of the Interior, MS 7229-MIB 

1 849 C Street, NW • 

Washington, D.C. 20240-0001 


Dear Secretary Babbitt: 

Douglas County has a long and distinguished record in the area of water resources 
development and planning. Over the years, Douglas County has addressed serious 
problems of flood control, drought conditions, fish enhancement and habitat 
protection. 

The county has created its own Salmon Habitat Improvement Program and in 
addition, in an effort to help with habitat assessment and program developnient, 
created the Umpqua River Fisheries Restoration Initiative which is recognized as a 
model statewide. It has been the count's eiqrerience that unless the federal 
government creates the program, or in some way has ma n dated it, there is very 
little credit or recognition given to local efforts. 

In Douglas County, the Unqxpia Fisherman’s Association lias had a positive and 
profound impact on salmon and steelhead restoration. As a result of the Galesville 
Dam (built and owned entirely by Doqglas County) and the efforts of the Umpqua 
Fishermen, we are seeing one of (if not the only) increasing runs of fish (the 
South Umpqua fall chinook) in the Pacific Northwest. 
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Seetetary Bruce Babbitt 
November 18, 1997 
Page 2 


Considering the fact that the American Heritage Rivers Program came fiom a local 
effort, it is the opinion of the Douglas County Board of Commissioners that those 
who are closest to the land and make up the communities that encompass these 
waterways, are &r more aware of and best able to assess fhe problems and develop 
solutions than the federal bureaucracy with its incredible tangle of rules, 
restrictions, regulations and red tape. 

It is the considered opinion of the Douglas County Board of Commissioners that 
we, on the local level, can more efficiently and effectively address water issues 
and, at this time, have no interest in participating in the American Heritage Rivers 
Program. 

Sincerely, ■ 

Board of County Commissioners 



c: Congressman Peter OeFazio 

Congressman Bob Smith 
Senator Cordon Smith 
Senator Ron Wyden 

lenen.<iin 

doue.eon 
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IN AND FOR THE COUNTY COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF GRANT 


IN THE MATTER OF SUPPORTING 
THE AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS 
PROGRAM 


) RESOLUTION ^ 7-73 

> 

) 


WHEREAS, the Grant Coun^ Court has baert ghrsn the opportunity to examine the American 
Heritage Rivera program proposed by the (ederal government; and 

WHEREAS, after reviewing lha program and collecting Monnallon concerning the American 
Heritage Rivera program and the results cl similar previously proposed and Imposed programs, 
this oourt finds that the American Heritage Phreta program may Irreparably harm Its citizens by 
the eventual withdrawal of resource producing lands and by the reducdon oi Iheir local, stats, and 
national sovereignty; 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Grant County Court condemns the American Heritage 
Rivers program and is adamantly opposed to Its impleinentation on the national or state level In 
general and In Grant County In particular, and encourages our state and federal legislators and 
our Governor to adopt the same policy position and convey^elr posHloivtrnflp President of Ihe 
United Sues. 

DATED this 26lh day of November, 1997. 



Bob Nmberling, 
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IN THEjCOUNTY COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
FOR THE COUNTY OF HARNEY 


IN THE MATTER OF REPUESTING ) 

A STAY OF DESIGNATION FROM ) RESOLUTION 

AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS I 

INITIATIVE ) 


WHEREAS, on behalf of HARNEY County, Oregon, we the undersigned, as duly 
sleeted offidals and representatives of the county, do hereby request that our county 
be excluded from any area designated as an American Heritage River until such time that 
this body, or our successors, determines that designation Is In the best interest of our 
residents. The applicstion for designation as an American Heritage River requires that 
a 'river community' designate itself for the purposes of this Initistivs. As such, we the 
urxiatsigned affirm our Constitutlonat rola as the local, legal authorities authorized to 
present this river comibunity. We, the representatives of the rhrar community, have 
determined that the terms and conditions represented by the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative are vague arid unclear. We have further determined that the potential 
consequences of the American HerKage Rivers Initiative caimot be ascertained without 
more detailed information. We thereby request that, until such time as tha proposed 
implementation of the Ajmerican Haritaga Rivers Initiative has been fully explained to the 
satisfaction of tha elected officials of this county, that all lands that fall within tha 
jurisdiction of HARNEY County, Oregon, not be designated, and not be part of a 
designation, as an American Haritags Rhrar. 
i 

WHEREAS, we lha utKlersigned, as duly electsd officials and faprssentativaa of 
HARNEY County, Oragpn, do dedsra that we will not submit nor support any petition 
for federal designation pf a river, watershed or portion of a river within our county and 
within tha boundaries <if our jurisdiction laidsr the American Haritags Rivers Initiative, 
until such time as the prpposad Implametitatien of the American Heritasa Rhrara Initistivs 
has bean fuHy explained to tha satisfaction of tha elected officials of this county. Any 
parson or persons submitting a petition to the federal, state or local govemmsnt to 
designate a river, a portion of a river, or a eratarshed as an Amarlcan Haritags River that 
fads within the lands uMer our juriadictloa does so without our approval or consent as 
tha eleetad representatives of the river community. 


i 
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BE (T RESOLVEp, on this 17th day of December, 1997, that this resolution 
shall be axaeutad, mad^ public and delivaiad to tha White House Council on 
Environmental Quality iiji Washington, DC. 

i 

i 


HARNEY COUNTY COURT 



Judge Dale White 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
HOOD RIVER COUNTY, OREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION REQUESTING ) 

A STAY OF DESIGNATION FROM AMERICAN ) RESOLUTION NO. 7LI 

AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE (AHRI) ) 


WHEREAS, on behalf of Hood River County, Oregon, we the Board of Commissioners do hereby 
request that Hood River Coun^ be excluded from any area designated as an American Heritage River until 
such time that this body, or our successors, determines that such designation is in the best interest of our 
residents. The application for designation as an American Heritage River requires that a ‘‘river community" 
designate itself for the purposes of this biitiative. As such, we the Board of Commissioners affirm our 
Constitutional role as the local, legal authorities authorized to represent this river community. We, the 
representatives of the river community, have determined that the terms and conditions presented by the 
American Heritage River Initiative (AHRI) are vague and unclear. We have further determined that the 
potential consequences of the AHRI cannot be ascertamed without more detailed information. We thereby 
request, until such time as the proposed implementation of d)e AHRI has been fully explained to the 
satisfaction of the County Bo^ of Commissioners, that all lands that fall within flie jurisdiction of Hood River 
County not be designated, or be part of a designation, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the Hood River County Board of Commissioners do‘ declare that we will not submit 
nor support any petition for federal designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within Hood River 
County jurisdiction under the AHRI, until such time as the proposed implcn^entation of the AHRI has been 
fully explained to the satisfaction of the County Board of Commissioners. Afly person or persons submitting a 
petition to the federal, state or local government to designate a river, a portibn of a river, or a watershed as an 
American Heritage River that falls within Hood River County does so without our approval or consent as the 
Board of Commissioners of the river community. 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, by the Hood River County Board of Commissioners that this 
Resolution shall be executed, made public and delivered to the White House Council on Environmental Quality 
in Washington, DC. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF OJUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
STATE OF OREGON; COUNTY OF JACKSON 


IN THE MATTER OF REQUESTING A ) 

STAY OF DESIGNATION FROM AMERICAN ) 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITUTIVE ) ORDER HIT.' ^ 7 


WHEREAS, on behalf of Jadkson Couoly, the Board of Commissioneis tequests Jackson 
County be excluded fmm any area designated as an American Heritage River until such iini> it is 
detetmined that the designation is in the best iederest of the citizens; and 


WHEREAS, igiplicatian for designation as an American Heritage River requests that a 
“river community” designate itself for the purposes of this Initiative. The Jackson County Board 
of Commissioneis, as rqnesenlatives of the river community, has detetmined fliat the tenns and 
conditions presented by the American Heritage River initiative are vague and unclear. The 
Board of Co mmi ss i oners has determined that tire potential consequences of tiie American 
Heritage Rivets Initiative cannot be ascertained without more detailed infoimation, requests until 
such time the proposed implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has been Ihlly 
explained to the satis&ction of the elected ofSoals of this county, that all lands that &I1 within 
the jurisdiction of Jackson County not be designated as an American Heritage River. 


Now, therefore the Board of County Commissioners of Jackson County orders that it will 
not submit or support any petition for federal designation of a river, watershed, or portion of a 
river within our county md within the boundaries of its jurisdiction under the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative, until such time as the proposed implementation of the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative has been folly explained to the satis&ction of the elected officials of Jackson 
County. Any person or peisons submitting a petition to the fodoral, state, or local government to 
derignate a river, a portion of a river, or a waterriied as an American Heritage River that AUg 
within the lands under our jurisdiction does so without our ^>pn>val or consent as the elected 
representatives of the river community. 

Dated this 1 1th day of December, 1997, Medford, Oregon. 


JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

absent 


Jack Walker, Cfoair 
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before the board of county commissioners for JOSEPHINE COUNTY 

STATE OF OREGON 


In th« of Rofudng DMignatlon ) 
undor th« Provisions of tha Anwricsn ) 

Hsritago RIvsrs InHlstivs ) 

) 


RESOLUTION 97-91 


WHEREAS, on bsiialf of tho Jossphins County, Oisgon, ttie undersigned, as duly elected 
officials and rspresentaiives of tha county, do hereby request that our county be excluded from any 
area designated as an American Heritage River. The application for designation as an American 
Heritage River requites that a river community designaie Itself for the purposes of this Initiative As 
such, we the undersigned affirm our Constitutional role as tha local, legal authonties authorized to 
represent this river community. We, the representaives of the nver community, thereby request that 
all lands that fall wilhin the junsdiction of Josaphina County, Oregon, not be designated, and not be 
pen of designation, as an American Hentage River; and 

WHEREAS, we tha undarsignad, as duly eiected officials and representatives of Josephine 
County. Oregon do daclere our opposldan to the inteivention of the federal government, es well as 
its agencies and employees. Into matters of zoning, planning, land use and water use. These 
matters are best resolved at the state and local levels. We will neither submit nor suppon any 
petilion for federal designation of a river, watershed or ponion of a over within our county and within 
the boundanes of our junsdiction under tha Amencan Hentage Rivers Initiative. Any person or 
persons submitting a petilion to the federal, state or local government to designate a nver, a ponion 
of a nver, or a watershed as an American Hentage River that falls within the lands under our 
junsdiction does so without our approval or consent as the elected representatives of the nver 
community. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall be executed, 
mads public and delivered to the Whita House Council on Environmental Quality in Washington. DC. 

DONE AND DATED THIS 10TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1997. 


JOSEPHINE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Ffed Bomgaas'er. 

Jim Shock • OpMded 
Brock, VicptChair 

Harold L. Haugen, Commlialoner 




Approved In Workshop on December 12, 1997 
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lanuah County - Board of Commissioners 


IOCMIOH40»f»CSIIISCaNDAOOK aMMHfilUlS,QlieOON «740l<a9l 
MM:403»»CSm9UBC3ae fHONItCMnStS-SlOO »kXf {S4i|t83-51&3 


Noveiid>er26, 1997 


Hononble Ktfhleeit A McGioty 

Chw, Comefloe 

WhilBlfoiue 
WashinglDii, D.C. 



D«ff McCSi^: 

On beluLf of Klamith Cmmty, ■ political sobdivisioa of llie St^ ofOregcMi, we the uadenigned, ai duly 
dccted oGGdala and rcpfe senta ttves of ttw ComiQr, do herdiy request that our CoanQr. be exclud^ fima 

Mxy area d O i rigB ati on as MtAffictkan^t^pRh^miawi^diae dud this bo^.octHgsuccta^s. 
de<aBBaesthjttdes^iudoaiamdtebestiBteRsatofourn»ddats. HieappUcatxnfordeagiuttioBasan 
American Heritage River leqatrea that a *^ver oommunity’* designate for the pucposes of this 

Initiative. As such, we the undefrignedafiBna our Constitatioaal role as the local, k^wthoritfos 
aathwiicd to reptet i et n due river c ornimmi ^. We, the r(^peeseati^ms<^d» river ccMBzmiai^.iit^ 
detenmried that dto tenns ffid ctmditioDs ptescBted by foe ^American Hstitoge Rims b^iative are vague 
andunclear. We have further detenninedthM dm potential coosequeaces of die American Rivers Heritage 
Initiative cannot be ascertained withoot more detailed mformation. We thereby request that, until si^ 
time as die p rop {»e d inytanentatmit of the AaiericaB Herita^ Rhw hii^^ has been folly eyplwn^l 
to die sitisfa^ioa of ihe ^ected officii ^dus Coiady, diat ri! lands diat fid! widiia d» jurisdurion of 
Klamath CounQr, Oregon, not be designried, and not be part of a designatfon, as an American Heritage 
River. 

As duly (de^ed officials and i qae s a tt^^ of Klamadi Com^, Qttgtm, ^ dedare that we vrill not 
submit aac siq^xat any pethioo for fodend designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within 
our Cotnuy and within die boundaries of our jnrisdictiM. under tte American Heritage Rivers Initiative, 
tmtil such time as the proposed tmplwnenlatkitt of foe Americm Hoitiqie Riven biiliattve has bees folly 
esqdamed to foe sads&dhxtofdtedeetodol^ds of diis County. AnypK$onorpers(»ssul»nittinga 
petition to foe federal, state or local govesmuatt to designate a river or portion of a river, or a waterfoed as 
an American Heritage River that fells within the taods under our jurisdkaion docs so without out our 
i9|xovd m consent as the dectod represenfetim of the river commiffiity. 



HonorAle Gordon Smith, Ihiled Stales Senator 
Hooacafale Bob Iteiith, Ihi^ &mes REffesemaliw: 
Hooonl^ foha KHa&foer, Q^sb Govmnor 


ANfOUM CSVOmjMTr 
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BcrORS BOMS) or coMassioMn.. 

Haaolution Bafuaing Daalgnatlon 
OBdax Tha Proviaions ot Tha ) 

taarloan Raxltaga Kivara Initlativa) 
) 


Po«t4r Fax Note 7671 








■■“•bOS 3bS tr,0U7 



MSSaLOTXOH 


mmUS, on faahalf of Xaka County, Oragon, wa tha 
undaraignad, aa duly alaetad offaciala and xapxaaantativaa of tha 
oounty, do haraby xagiiaat that ouz oounty ba axoludad froa any 
azaa daalgnatad aa an aaazloan Bazitago Blvaz. Tha applloation 
foz daaignation aa an taarioan Bazita^ Bivaz zaquizaa that a 
"zivax coaanini^" daaignata Itaalf foz tha puzpoaaa of tMa 
Xnltxativa. Aa auoh, wa tha undazalgnad affiza ouz 
Conatitutlonal zola aa tha local , lagal authozitlaa authoriaad to 
rapzaaant thla zivaz orniuii.inity. Na, tha zagzaaantativaa of tha 
zivaz coaanmity, thazaby zaquaat that all landa that fall within 
tha juziadiotion of Laka County, Qzagon, not ba daalgnatad, and 
not ba pazt of a daaignation, aa an Maazloan Razitaga Rlvaz. 


NBBRBAS, wa tha undaraignad, aa duly alaetad offlclala 
and ragzaaantatlwaa of laka County, Ozagoo, do daclara our 
oppoaition to tha Intarvantlon of tha fadaral govamaant, as wall 
aa Ita aganoiaa and aaployaaa, into aattazs of sonlng, planning, 
land uaa and wataz uaa. Thaaa aattaza ara baat raoolvad at tha 
stata and local lavala. Ba will nalthar aUbait nor aupport any 
patition for fadaral daaignation of a xivar, watarshad or portion 
of a riwaz within our county and within tha houndaziaa of out 
juziadietion undaz tha Aaarican Bazitaga Bivara Initlativa. Any 
pazaon or pazaona aufaaittlng a patition to tha fadazal, atata or 
local govamaant to daslgnata a rlvar, a portion of a zivaz, or a 
watarahad aa an Aaarican Bazitaga Bivas that falla within tha 
lands u »>d a r our juziadiotion doaa ao without our approval or 
consant aa tha alaetad zapzaaantativas of tha zivar coaaninity. 

BB If BBROLVXO, on this 17th day of Daoaabaz, 1997, . 
that this zaaolutlon shall bo oaooutad, aada public and dalivazad 
to tha Bbita Bousa Council on Bnvirotawntal Qualite in 
Washington, D.C. 


LAn ooumra bcmbd or coMaasioMBRS 
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Lane Connty Board of Commis'aioners 


EIEe Dundt 
Bo^Oraaa,S(. 
Pno-Soicnsaa 
Ciady.^ 


IN THE BOABD OB CX3UNTY COMMISSIONEES OF LANE CXIUNTY, OREGON 
RESOLUTION 97-12-10-11 


) IN THE MATTER OF ARESCKOTIONREQlilESTING 
)A STAY OTDESKaiAIION FROM f ' 

) AMERICANBERITA® RIVERS INITIATIVE 

VIBEREAS, die Lane Coontjr Bond of Commiisioiun be£eves strongly thit healt^ 
aystems are in die iotarest oftbe dlueiis wanpreseot, and 

. WHEREAS.d» Laos Coorty Boanl of CoiflmaaiooHa auppcm to oono9« a fialerd ir^ ive 
to auppoEt coouniiiiiliea in tlieir affivta to restore aad prated Amarica'a liveia, and 

whereas, wa luve already made great atndas in davelopiiig pattnaRliips among ^ nL 
rtM.m/tln«^l.g«iri>. .nv<finrri(iT«»nnia«QreaoderotectOraaoii‘trivaf5ystniu in common 

to other stataa, and 

WHEREAS, thae are many dffiaant parqMcdvas on how to structure and adn(iai ter 

govenmieotal programs designed to restore and prat^ rivets while reqjacting die authority oiflc cal 

rfrrtpA nffifriaU end tho private property tudits ofcitizeos living along OUT trvas, and 

WHEREAS, w^ the dceted r^naentarivea of our river communities, have deten^M t lat 
tlwi tw mc arid rywfiriniK presented by die AinrriraffHerilageRivereImlialive(AHRI) are vag^i nd 

undear, and * i 

WHEREAS, we have finther determiiied that specific finan^ benefits and p^eo ial 


infiximdiaii. and 


WHEREAS. oobdnlfofLanoComdy.Otegoiv we do hereby request our cpo^te 

eaduded Ihim dm fiiit round of deluded riveni mna apcb dme that tUa body, os' our ancci^nclra, 

detesmines that deaigna^ ia k t^ beat interest rfour resdentat and 

WHEREAS, we It dnly dkctednSciala and rcpieaeidativea of Lane Coutbf. (begn lo 
dBl««(hd;wowairtadniitiiotaBppottiBypefitioBfiitftderildeaigii^ofariijr,2l« d 
wpoitoorainertnllBaavoaiiQ'niwiltialfaabaimdicieaofoarjimaifictiaaiinderflieW L 

— eg feii rife n dt» imp l— ■e.usrine nf the pmeism has been flillv rrn lai n c d to t m 

.■n.awZ. efd-»a-s.idrSSZrf«^n^ sabcntling tpe^lo 

ftdctal. state or local goveoBBMH to dawgiiate * liw; » posfion of a w « » watrt^ 
Ametieaa Bedt^ River toatfiJawaaiB toe labdanader cor p ma i toinn doea so wdlanitt 

t as fiaaahoted i e pw a mdrtua acftha li ve r wmaiaa i ^ . . 


NOW THEREFORE it hreadved on ads tOfli day of Decendxir, 1997. that tMaicaohy 

ddbecBG^ Baade pitbioatf Mneoedto toamtoHaote Comcil on Eoriroanmal C^nlta 

inWaddiigtoe,D-C. ^lu 


seaiarFixiMe TWt 



"" LAnS 


Or. 



CSa 4 y|}fecldsqKi; Chair i 

■RllfWVP OOOIAAI 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR UNN COUNTY 

IN THE MATTER OF REQUESTING A STAY ) 

OF DESIGNATION FROM AMERICAN HERtTAGE ) RESOLUTION 

RIVERS INITIATIVE ) 


WHEREAS, on behalf of Linn County, Oregon, we the undersigned, as duly elected 
officials and representatives of the county, do hereby request that our county be excluded 
from any area designated as an American Heritage River until such time that this body, or 
our successors, determines that designation is in the best interest of our residents. The 
application for designation as an American Heritage River requires that a 'river community* 
designate itself for the purposes of this Initiative. As such, we the undersigned affirm our 
Constitutional role as the local, legal authorities authorized to represent this river community. 
We, the representatives of the river community, have determined that the terms and 
conditions presented by the American Heritage Rivers Initiative are vague and unclear. We 
have further determined that the potential consequences of the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative cannot be ascertained without more detailed information. We thereby request that, 
until such time as the proposed implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has 
been fully explained to the satisfaction of the elected officials of this county, that all lands 
that fall within the jurisdiction of Linn County, Oregon, not be designated, and not be part 
of a designation, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of Linn 
County, Oregon, do declare that we will not submit nor support any petition for federal 
designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within our county and within the 
boundaries of our jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, 
until such time as the proposed Implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has 
been fully explained to the satisfaction of the elected officials of this county. Any person 
or persons submitting a petition to the federal, state or local government to designate a 
river, a portion of a river, or a watershed as an American Heritage River that fells within the 
lands under our jurisdiction does so without our approval or consent as the elected 
representatives of the river community. 

BE IT RESOLVED, on this 2Sth dey of November, 1997, that this Resolution shall be 
executed, made public and delivered to the White House Council on Environmental Quality 
In Washington, D.C. 



Linn County Legal Counsel 
1 - Resolution #97-567 
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IN THB COUNTY COURT 


na STATS OP OREGON 




FOR m 00011+1? or MRLMUH 


In tli$ KAtttr of RfiSfilution ) 
Refusing Designation Under } 
the Provisions of the Aaerican } 
Heritage Rivers Initiative ) 

WRSRSAS, on behalf of Malheur Cfli 
duly elected officials and representai.i 
that our County be excluded froa I ; 
Heritage River. The application fort 
River reguires that a "river coomunii 
of this Initiative. As such, we the! 
role as the local, legal authoritle^ 
coamunity. We. the representatives os 
that all lands that fall within thej 
imdersigned not he designated, or be n 
Heritage River. | 

NKERSAS, we the undersigned, a^ 
sentatives of Malheur County. Oregon 
intervention of the federal govemn 
esployees, into natters of zoning, plag 
matters are heat resolved at the ataC< 
submit nor support any petition for U 
shed or portion of a river within ouil 
our jurisdiction under the American He) 
or persona submitting a petition to t 
to designate a river, or a watershed|' 
falls within the lands under our jurlii 
consent of the elected representatives j 


S3, 


RESOLUTION 

R98-3 


mty. Oregon, we the undersigned, as 
.vss.of the County, do hereby request 
ny area designated as an American 
designation as an American Heritage 
r“ d^ignate Itself for the purposes 
imdersigned affirm our Constitutional 
authorised to represent this river 
the 'river community, thereby reqfuest 
jurisdiction of one or more of the 
lart of e deeignstion. as an Aaerican 


duly elected officials and repre- 
dO' declare our opposition to the 
int, as well ae its agencies and 
ining. land use and water use. These 
I and local levels. We will neither 
deral designation of a river, waters 
County and within the boundaries of 
itage Rivera Initiative. Any pereon 
e federal, state or local government 
as am Aaerican Haritage Rivar that 
;diction does so without approval or 
3f the river eomnunity. 



BE IT RESOLVED, on this iayl of January. 1»9B. that tbis^^^ 

resolution shall be executed, made public and delivered to the White Hous^ E | 
Council on ^vironmental Quality in Hasiiogton, D.C. i & » 

I J ^ 

MALHEUR CfliDNTT COURT ^ 1 t * § 




ma%fW f. Hursh 
KalHeur Couaty Judge 

H. Womes Butler 
Malheur Couaty Commissioner 


ip^hh J. Biwhop 
I Mslheur County Commissioner 



’ Harr^, Recording Secretarym g c * 

5 £ 4 
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IN THE COUNTY COURT FOR THE STATE OF OREGON 
FOR THE COUNTY OF MORROW 

Fe! >1 In Pil 'sa 


IN THE MATTER OF REQUESTING A STAY ) 
OF DESIGNATION FROM AMERICAN ) 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE ) 




WHEREAS, the Amencan Heritage River Initiative requires that a ‘‘river 
community” designate itself for purposes of the ixutlativerainir ' 

WHEREAS, the Morrow County Court afEbrms its Constitutional role as the 
local, legal au^oiities authorized to represent this river co mmuni ty; and 

WHEREAS, we find the terms and conditions presented by the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative to be vague and undear and that the potential consequences 
of the American Heritage Rivers Initiativa cannot be ascealained without more detailed 
information; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Mwiow County hereby requests 
that all lands that fall within the jurisdiction of Morrow County, Oregon, not be 
designated, or be part of a des^inatioa, as an American Heritage River until such time 
that this body, or our successors, determines that designation is in the best interest of 
our residents. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that as the duly elected officials and 
representatives of Morrow County, that we ?irill not submit nor support any petition 
for federal designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within our county and 
within the boundaries of our jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative until such time as the proposed implementation di the initiative has been 
fully explained to our satisfaction. 
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Bmom THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
FOR POLK COUNTY, OREGON 


j Id the matte- of requesting a stay of > 
designatioa from American Heritage > 
2 Rivers loitMve ) 


RESOLUTION NO. ^-36 


4 


5 

6 
7 


8 



9 

10 
n 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 


17 


18 


19 

20 


WHSIEAS, on b^aif of Polk County, Oregon, we the uadcisigaed, as duly 
offidals $ad Rpr^eatadves of the County, do her^y request that wir coimfy be excluded from 
any area desipated as an American Heriage River tmti! sudi dme Aat thfe body, or our 
successors, determines that designation b in the best interest of our residents. The application 
for designation as an American Heritage River requires that a “river community* designate itself 
for the purp(Kies of diis Initiative. As such, we the undewigi^ aMms air Coastitutionai role 
as the local, legal authorities authorized to represent this ri^r community. We, die 
representatives of the river community, have determined that the tcims and conditions presented 
by tt» American Heritage Riv«s Mdative arc v^ue and unclear. We have fiuiher deterraiitel 
diat the poteatkl consequences of the American Huitage Rivers Initiative cannot be ascertained 
without more deuuled infonnatioo. We tfaer^y request that, until such time as the proposed 
impl^iemation of die American Heriu^e Riv^s Initiative been frilly eiqilamed to the 
satisfactimi of the elected officials of thb coumy. that all lands that fall within iic jurisdiction 
of Polk Com^, Oregon, not be designated, and not be part of a designation, as an American 
Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the undentped, as duly elected officials and rqiresentatives of Polk 
County. Or^on, do declare that we will not submit nor support any petition for federal 
designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within oui county and within the 
bouiuteies of our jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, undi sne^ time as 
the imspoaed inupiementation of the American Heritage Rivers Inidative has bees fully exph^ed 
to the suisfaction of the elected officials of this county. Any person or persons submitting a 
petition to the federal, state or local government to designate a river, a portion of a river, or a 
wateshed as an American Heritage River that ^ within the lands und^ out jurisdit^ion does 
so without our approval or consent as the elected representatives of the river community. 

BE IT RESOLVED, tlte thu resolution be executed, made public and delivered to 
the White House Council on Envhoomaital Quality in Waslungton, DC. 




21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
Page 


Dated December 10, 1997, at Dallas, Oregon. 


DavioD^Ie 
County Counsel 



Mike Propes, Conunissioaer 


07^^02 
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IN THE COUNTY COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
FOR SHERMAN COUNTY 
IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION ) 

OF NON SUPPORT FOR THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE. ) 

WHEREAS, onbehalfof Sherman County, Oregon, we the underagned, as 
duly elected officials and representatives- of the community, do hereby oppose the 
American Heritage Rivers hutUtive; and 

WHEREAS, the County Court opposes the intervention of the federal 
government, ag^cies and etz^loyees into our local zoning, planning, land use and water 
authority; and 

WHEREAS, the County Court will not submit nor support any petition for federal 
designation of a river in our community for the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, nor 
shall we enter into any agreement with the federal government concerning the same 
federal designation within the botmdaries of our jurisdiction, NOW THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED, that any person submitting a petition to the federal 
government for inclusion of a designated river or area within our designation does so 
without the approval or consent of the duly elected officials and representatives of this 
community; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution shall be executed, made 
public and delivered to the White House Council on Environmental Quality in 
Washington , D.C. 

DONE AND DATED in regular session this 17th day of December, 1997. 


SHERMAN COUNTY COUR^ 



COUNTY COMMISSI! 
BY: 


ATTEST; 


'■Mun 

COUNTY CLERK/.( 
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V ^ BOARD OF diuiOT COMMISSIONERS 

FOR UMATEXA COUNTY 

IN TEIEMATim OF REQUESTING A STAY ) 

OF DESIGNATION FROM AMERICAN ) RESOLUTION 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE ) BCC 98-01 __ 

WHEREAS, on behalf of Umatilla County, Oregon, we the underagned, as duly elected 
offidals and represwitatives of the county, do hereby request that our county be excluded from 
any area as an American Herit^e Rivw" until such time that this body, or our 

successors, determines the designation is in the best interest of our residents. The application for 
designation as an American Heritage River requires that a “river community” designate itself for 
the purpose of this Imtiative. As such, we the undersigned affirm our Constitutional role as the 
' loci' l^al authorities authorized to represent this river community. We, the representative of the 
'riv^r community, have determined that the terms andoonditiwis presented by the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative are vague and unclear. We have further determined that the potential 
consequences of the American Heritage Rivers Iiutiate cannot be ascertained vnthout more 
detailed informatioiL We thereby request that, until such time as the proposed implementation of 
the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has been My explained to the satisfaction of the elected 
officials of this county, that all lands that fell within the jurisdiction of Umatilla County, Oregon, 
not be designated, and not be part of a derignation, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of Umatilla 
County, Oregon, do declare that we will not submit nor support any petition for federal 
designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within our county and within the boundaries 
of our jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, until such time as the proposed 
implementation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative has been fully explained to the 
satisfaction of the elected offidals of this county. Any person or persons submitting a petition to 
the federal, state or local government to designate a river, a portion of a river, or a watershed as 
an American Heritage River that fells within the lands under our jurisdiction does so without our 
approval or consent as the elected representatives of the river community. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that on this"^ day of 
1998, this resolution shall be executed, made public and delivered to the White House dcAincil on 
Environmental Quality in Washington, D C. 



WILLIAM S. HAN5ELL 
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BE IT REMEMBERED/ that'jat a regular tern of the^oard of 
Commiesioners of tho'SIfate of Oregon, for the Coiinty of Union, 
sitting for the transaction of County business, begun and held at: 
the Joseph Building Annex in the City of La Qrande, in said 
Couricy and State, on Keinesday of said month and the tinje fixed 
by ifiw for holding a r^^lar term of said Commission, wtfen were 
present; 


The Honori^lp 

li 

TEV 

E MCCLURE Chairman 


a 


IJ. HOWARD Commisslaner 

_■ 'C; 

itLEfiN MACLEOD Coinmis«ioJer 


WHEN, on WEDNESDAY the 1 .,. day of 

October , 1997, anlong othera the following proceedings were 
had to-wit: ' 


IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION I ) RESOLUTION 

OF NON SUPPORT FOR TH^ AMERICAN ) 1997-15 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE ) 


WHEREAS, on behalf of.Union County, Oregon, we the undersigned, 
as duly elected officials and representatives of the community, 
do hereby oppose the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. We 
oppose the intervention of the federal government, agencies and 
employees into our loCal zoning, planning, land use and water 
authority. We will not submit nor support any petition for 
federal designation' of a river in our community for the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative, nor shall we enter into any agreement 
with the federal government concerning the same federal 
deMgnation within the boundaries of our jurisdiction.! Any 
pejsson submitting a pb|tit4on to the federal government *for 
inclusion of a designated >iver or area within our designation 
does so without the, approval or consent of the duly elected 
officials and represe^tat ves. of this community. 

therefore, Be it ireao jvecS on this day of 

.(-)f.TnhPr , 199'!, bh it this resolution shall be executed, 

made public and deliv|ered ,to the White House Council ot 
Environmental QualitV in Washington, D.C. 
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m-nm board of comissromss of state of Oregon 

FOR ms covmoF yamsiil 

SITTING FOR THE TRANSACTION OF COUNTT SVSINESS 
InilaUittlerqfaRisoivtltmBtqualmga ) 

Stay rfDaignaion ca a FmUsipmt in ) SMSOLVnON RS-I-lt-l 

thtAmerkem Heriage Smrt Program. ) 


THE BOARC OF COMMISSIONERS OF YAMHILL COUNTY, OREGON Cthe Boat'd") lat for the 
tnesaedoa of coim^ bushsess in foimel session on Thundty, FebnuiT 19, 1998, in Room 32 of die Comdiouw, 
Commlsstaneis Ted Lopuszynsid, Robert lohnstono, end Tbomu BJE. Bum bemg present 

WHEREAS, Ae YunhU! County Board of Commissiotiets has been asked to take a position an die issue 
of designation; and 

WHEB3EAS, the issue having been previously referted to the Yamhill County Planning Commission tor 
review and comment; and 


WHEREAS, the Yamhill County Planning Coramisaion held a public beating on Febroaty 5, 1998. to take 
testimony droni the public; the majority of which was opposed to designation at this time; and 

WHEREAS, the Yamhill County Planning Commisaion voted unanimously to recommend to the Board 
of Commissionera that “Yamhill County opt out of the American Heritage Rivets Initiative unfit such time as there 
are enou^ specifics to datennine the benefits to the citizens”; 

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED THAT WE THE YAMHILL COUNTY BOARD OP 
COMMISSIONERS request that our county be excluded at this time from any area designated as an American 
Heritage River. 


DONE this 19th day of February, 1998 at MeMinnville, Oregon. 


ATTEST 


YA,MHILL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 



JOHN»_ 

Yamhill County Counsel 








Chairman 

1-TEDLaPliJSZYNSKi 



Commissiccer 

Robert JOHNSTONE 


Commissiouat 

THOMAS EE. BUNN 


AceiptaJ by Yamhill COUW 
^anl of CommisaiohaiS no 

lid—iiiSSbY ®9ard Oi 


Ordar 


RESOLUTION 98-249-1 


Network News 


Oct 11 . 1907 


Oregon *s Counties Pulling Out of American Heritage Rivers Initiative 

So far, Wailowa and Union Counties have asked that no river in their county be a p^t of 
the initiative. Lane County is expected to be next. Coniact wiur local fovernmant nfRri/iU 
ur^e them t o opt vour countv out. 

IN THE COUNTY COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WALLOWA 

IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION ) 

OP NON SUPPORT FOR THE ) RESOLUTION 97-015 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE ) 


WHEREAS, on behalf of Wallowa County, Oregon, wc the undersigned, 
as duly elected officials and representatives of the community, do 
hereby oppose the American Heritage Rivers Initiative,- and 

WHEREAS, the County Court opposes the intervention of the federal 
government, agencies and employees into our local zoning, planning, 
land use and water authority; and 

WHEREAS, the County Court will not submit nor support any petition 
for federal designation of a river in our community for the 
American Heritage Rivera Initiative, nor shall we enter into any 
agreement with the federal government concerning the same federal 
designation within the boundaries of our jurisdiction, NOW 
THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED, that any person submitting a petition to the 
federal government for inclusion of a designated river or area 
within our designation does so without the approval or consent of 
the duly elected officials and representatives of this community; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution shall be executed, 
made public and delivered to the White House Council on 
Environmental Quality in Washington, D.C. 

DONE AND DATED in regular session this 20th day of October, 1997. 
WALLOWA COUNTY COURT 


BENJAMIN M. BOSWELL, JUDGE 


PAT WORTMAN, COMMISSIONER 

y Xl ^ 

MIKB HAYWJe&, COMMISSIONER 


ATTEST 


: ChdJt 

LeNDA CHILDERS 


EXECUTIVE 




ASSISTANT 
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FILED V/iSLD CTY 
THE CJLL i n-l. 

Dec 5 tJoaPH'S? 

. ... ...... vlTOi'I 

COUilTV CLERK 

IN THE COUNTY COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASCO 

IN THE MATTER OF REFUSING DESIGNATION ) 

UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THE AMERICAN ) RESOLUTION 

HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE. ) 

•VHEREAS, on behalf of Waaco County, Oregon, we the undersig.ned, 
as duly elected officials and representatives of the County, do 
hereby request that our County be excluded -from any area designated 
as an American Heritage River. The application for designation as an 
American Heritage River requires that a "river community" designate 
itself for the purposes of this Initiative. As such, we the 
undersigned affirm our Constitutional role as the local, legal 
authorities authorized to represent this river community. We, the 
representatives of the river community, thereby request that all 
lands that fall within the jurisdiction of Wasco County, Oregon, not 
to be designated, and not be part of a designation, as an American 
Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and 
representatives of Wasco County, Oregon, do declare our opposition to 
the intervention of the federal government, as well as its agencies 
and employees, into matters of zoning, planning, land use and water 
use. These matters are best resolved at the state and local levels. 
We will neither submit nor support any petition for federal 
designation of a river, watershed or portion of a river within our 
1 - RESOLUTION 
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County and within the boundaries of our jurisdiction under the 
American Heritage Rivers Initiative. Any person or persona 
submitting a petition to the federal, state or local government to 
designate a river, a portion of a river, or a watershed as an 
American Heritage River that falls within the lands under our 
jurisdiction does so without our approval or consent as the elected 
representatives of the river cotmunity. 

IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED, on this 26th day of November, 1997, that 
this resolution shall be executed, made public and delivered to the 
White House Council on Environmental Quality in Washington, OC. 

DATED this 26th day of November, 1997. 


WASCO Co/iNTY COURT 



John Mabrey, County Judge 



Bernard L. Smith 

Wasco County District Attorney 


2 - RESOLUTION 
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EXHIBIT B 


OREGON CITIES SUBMITTING 

RESOLUTIONS ON AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE 


Cottage Grove 

Independence 

Maupin 
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RESOLUTION NO. 1331 

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING ANY DESIGNATION OF THE WILLAMETTE RIVER 
AND ITS TRIBUTARIES AS AN AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVER. 

WHEREAS, the Cottage Grove City Council recognizes the importance that rivers play in 
the health and vitality of the nation's cities; and 

WHEREAS, the Cottage Grove City Council also recognizes the importance of local 
involvement and control of issues directly impacting the community: and 

WHEREAS, the State of Oregon and local communities have taWwi proactive steps to 
preserve, protect and restore the rivers in the state and ample opportunities for coordination 
and assistance exist within the State of Oregon; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council views the rivers as a valuable resource that the local 
community should be actively involved in protecting; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council will continue to actively support and participate in local efforts 
to improve the condition of the Willamette River; and 

WHEREAS, the President of the United States issued an Executive Order on September 11, 
1997 establishing the American Heritage Rivers Initiative; and 

WHEREAS, the American Heritage Rivers Initiative was created to involve the Federal 
Government in efforts of local communities o preserve, protect and restore rivers and their 
associated resources important to our history, culture and natural history; and 

WHEREAS, rivers are to be nominated for participation in the program by local 
communities; and 

WHEREAS, the Cottage Grove City Council received public input opposing the designation 
of the Willamette River as an American Heritage River; and 

WHEREAS, the Cottage Grove City Council believes it would be detrimental to existing 
improvement efforts on the river to add a layer of Federal Bureaucracy to address local 
issues; and 

WHEREAS, Federal Government assistance, through existing programs, could mean 
additional oversight, resulting in increased local costs and loss of local control; and 

WHEREAS, Federal assistance programs described in the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative are vague and not authorized by the U.S. Congress; and 

WHEREAS, the creation of an additional Federal Bureaucracy to coordinate already existing 
Federal programs adds to the cost, complexity and inefficiency of the Federal Government. 
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RESOLimONNO. 1331 
December 15, 1997 
Page 2 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Cottage Grove hereby opposes any 
nomination of tfie Willamette River and any of its tributaries in the Cottage Grove area as an 
American Heritage River. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Cottage Grove herdiy requests that any 
nomination for the Willamette River or tributaries in the Cottage Grove area be removed 
from consideration as an American Heritage River. 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AND APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS 15TH 
DAY OF DECEMBER. 1997. 


ATTEST: 
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF IWEPENDENCE 
STATE OF OREGON, COUNTY OF POLK 


AResohidonOpposiig AoyDesgnation ' ) 

of^WiDamene River and Its Tributaries ) 

As An American Heritage River. ) 


RESOLUTION NO. 9S>990 

WHEREAS, the Independence City Gcumdl recognizes the importance that rivers play in 
the heahh and vitality of the nation's dties; and 

WHEREAS, the Independence City Council also recognizes the importance of local 
involvement and control of issues directly impacting the community; and 

WHEREAS, the State of Oregon and local communities have taken proactive steps to 
preserve, protect and restore the rivtfs in the state and ample opportunities for coordination and 
assistance exist xidthin the State of 0^egol^ and 

WHEREAS, the City Coundl views- the rivers as a valuable resource that the local 
community should be actively involved in protecting; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council will continue to actively support and participate in local 
efiforts to improve the condition of the Willamette River, and 

WHEREAS, the President of the United States issued an Executive Order on September 
1 1, 1997, establishing the American Heritage Rivers Initiative; and 

WHEREAS, the American Heritage Rivers Initiative was created to involve the Federal 
Government in efforts of local coimnumties to preserve, protect and restore rivers and thw 
associated resources important to our histoi 7 , culture and natural history; and 

WHEREAS, rivers are to be nornioated for partietpation in the program by local 
commumties; and 

WHEREAS, the Independence City Council believes it would be detrimental to existing 
i mp r o vement efforts on the river to add a layer of Federal Bureaucracy to address local issues; 
and 


WHEREAS, Federal Government assistance, through existing programs, could mean 
additional oversight, resulting in increased local costs and loss of local control; and 
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WHEREAS. Federal essistance programs described in the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative ate vagne and not authorized by the V.S. Ccngreas; and 

WHEREAS, the creation of an additional Federal Bureaucraty to coordinate already 
existing Federal programs adds to the cost, complexily and inefficiency of ffie Federal 
Goventumm. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the C3ty of Indep^fmce, Oregon, hereby 
opposes any nomisatimt of ^ VnUamette River and aiy of its tributaries in the Independence 
area as an American Heritage River. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Qty of Indqiendenoe. Oregon, hereby requests 
that toy nominatitffl for the WUamette River or tributaries in the hidependaice area be removed 
&am consderaiian as an American Heritage River. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVBO that *e f% Manager is herely directed to send a copy 
of this resolution to Umted States congressional representatives and State i^slators for their 
infbnnation end action 

PASSED by die Oly Council and agned by the Mayor this diy of Januaiy, 1998. 



ATTEST; 



City Recorder 


2 > Resotudoa 98-990 
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MAUPIH RESOLUTION 
RESOLUTION NO. 111997-2 

BSSOimim ABUSING DESIGNATION UNDER THE RBOVTSIOHS OF 

THE AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE 


WHEREAS, the City of Maupin does hereby request 
that our city be excluded from any area designated as an 
American Heritage River. The application for designation as 
an American Heritage River requires that a ‘'river Comnunity" 
designate itself for the purposes of this Initiative. As 
such, we affirm our Constitutional role as the local, legal 
authorities authorized to represent this river community. 

We the representatives of the river coottnunity, thereby 
request that all lands that fall within the Jurisdiction of 
Maupin, Wasco County, Oregon, not be designated and not be 
part of a designation, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, the City of Maupin does declare our 
opposition to the intervention of the federal government, as 
well as its agencies and employees, into matters of zoning, 
planning, land use and water use. These matters are best 
resolved at the state and local levels. We will neither 
submit nor support any petition for federal designation of a 
river, watershed or portion of a river within our city and 
within the boundaries of our Jurisdiction under the American 
Heritage Rivers Initiative. Any person or persons 
submitting a petition to the federal, state or local 
government to designate a river, a portion of a river, or a 
watershed as an American Heritage River that falls within 
the lands under our Jurisdiction does so without our 
approval or consent as the elected representatives of the 
river community. 


NOW, THEREFORE, THE MAUPIN CITY COUNCIL RESOLVES 
that this resolution shall be executed, made public and 
delivered to Wasco County. 

Passed by the Council this 19th day of November . 1997 . 

Ayes: 5 
Hoes: 0 

Approved by the Mayor this 



DeOra M. Patton, Recorder 
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exhibit 

ORGANIZATIONS IN OREGON SUBMITTING 
RESOLUTIONS ON AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE 

Oregon State Senate 
Oregon Cattlemen’s Association 
Oregon Farm Bureau 
Oregon Logging Conference 
Oregon Wheat 

Yamhill County Republican Central Committee 
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upet KIN HUM 
/^•tld«nt Pro Tomport 


DISTRICTS 

LANE AND DOUGLAS 

COUNTIES 


REPLY TO AOORESS tNOICATED; 



OREGON STATE SENATE 
SALEM. OREGON 
t7310 


July 3, 1997 


Committoos: 

Chairman: 

Agriculturo and Natural 
Raaouw as Commitlaa 
VicaO^fman: 

Uvabilly CommitMa 
VIca-OhEinTian: 

Wattr and Land U$a 
CommltM 
Mambar 
Ways and Moans 
Natural Raaoureas 
Subcommittaa 


The Honorable Gordon Smith 
SD-B34 - U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Senator Smith, 

My colleagues and I have joined together In an effort to prevent an injustice to our 
people. We have committed to restoring the fisheries by promoting healtl^ streams within 
Oregon however, we are relying on a cooperative joint venture between private 
landowners and state agencies to bring about a successfiil conclusion with le^lative 
oversight We care about our environnwnt more than any one outside our state could ever 
imagine. The private landowners love the environment they share with wild and aquatic 
life. Because landowners care so deeply and would never purposely harm the resources 
they cherish, th^ will conrinue to assist efforts that enhance the salmoa and steam habitat, 
unless. President CUnton insists on his pfcdamation to create the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative (AHRI). 

l}ie selection of an Oregon river under the AHRI would send a signal to the 
Oregon Legislature, Oregon's Governor and most importantly, the cooperating private 
landowners, that the Clinton Administrarion cannot be trusted to allow ua to be the 
caretakers of 0U£ resources. The enhancement of salmon and streams set forth In the 
Oregon Plan would become meanin^ess. 

Not only would the AHRI send distrusting and distressing signals across the land, 
the AHRI would be a breach of contract between the United States Congress and the 
State of Oregon. The Act of Congress, admitting Oregon into theUiuon dearly grants the 
State of Oregon authority over the wders vrithin and on the boundaries of the state. 
Further, other than questions dealing with commerce, Congress has recognized and 
codified this authority vsdth other Acts, such as the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1 972, by defiiung "waters under the jurisdiction of the United States” as only those waters 
from the coast line towards the oceaa 


OlAce: S217SUMCapM.Sefm.ORS73tO~Ptw«: 903>9e8->722 
Oistnct; 3M6SE. C«dir RtfH^.Sprti^;fM.On9747$ — Ptwn*: S41>72$-2519 
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Oregon is not in need of more federal programs and we urge that no Oregon river 
be considered an “American HeriUge River * As Thomas Jefferson said, •DependerKy on 
government leads to apathy and bondage.* 

Once again, we ask for your assistance to allow Oregonians to take pride in our 
efforts to deal with our waters by co-sponsoring HR 1S42, and preventing fiirther 
encroachments on states and individual rights. 

Thank you for standing up for constitutional ri^ts and common sense. 



Oregon 

Cattlemen's 

Association 


3415 Commercial SE, Ste. G Salem, OR 97302 
(Ph) 503-399-1701 (Fax) 503-399-8082 


Decert^er31, 1997 


Ms. Kathleen A. McGinty, Chair 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Executive Office of the President 
Washington, D C. 20503 

Dear Ms. McGinty: 

The Oregon Cattlemen's Association strongly opposes the American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative as reflected in the attached resolution passed by our membership at our 1 997 annual 
convention. 

Oregon is facing a new wave of reizulation to protect streams . Oregon’s waters, and 
eventually waters across the nation, will be micro-martaged under the Clean Water Act. Within 
the next 10 years, all of Oregon's streams failing to meet state water quality standards will be 
managed with Total Maximum Daily Loads and Water Quality Management Plans. Over 800 
streams in Oregon currently fail to meet water quality standards. The effects of these programs 
will be that all point source dischargers (such as industry) will be required to meet discharge 
limitations, and all non-point source dischargers will be required to comply with maitagement 
plans to protect and enhance water quality. These programs may unnecessarily alter the way 
landowners conduct their businesses, and the financial burden of trying to. meet water quality 
standards alone may destroy many family ranches and farms. 

More involvement bv the federal government to_protect streams will jeopardize the 
willingness of landowners to implement voluntafv practices to protect water quality. The success 
of the new Clean Water Act (CWA) programs will depend on the willingness of landowners to 
voluntarily implement proven management practices to protect water quality. Unfortunately, 
landowners must comply with these new CWA programs in addition to the plethora of existing 
regulatory programs that affect streams under statutes such as the Endangered Species Act and 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Consequently, the administrators of the new CWA programs are 
having trouble getting landowners to even ackno^^edge the programs and regulations, let alone 
implementing voluntary measures. 

Likevnse, landowners are forced to comply with regulations from too many agencies. The 
new CWA programs directly involve the Environm^tal Protection Agency, the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality, and the Oregon Department of Agriculture. Landowners 
will work closely wth these agencies in addition to all the agencies under existing programs 
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December 31, 1997 
Page 2 


affecting streams, such as the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Or^on Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, and the Oregon Division of State Lands. 


As set forth above, Oregon’s streams are already ovo-crowded with federal and state 
agencies, r^ulations, and programs. This problem jeopardizes the health of our streams because 
too mudi government makes landowners discouraged and confused, and takes away their sense of 
attachment and devotion to the land. The American Hedt^e Rivers Initiative, by adding more 
government to our streams, will create more damage instead of protecting our waterways. 
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Resolution of the Oregon Cattlemen’s Association 
Amerkaa Bcrtttte iUf tr InltUdre 


WHfi&£AS» ihe American Heiiuge mver Initutxve hu ^ potendftl in dlsnq^t Slate lad cetbnal 
management of oar rivers and 

WHEREAS, inhereni with die initiativie would be aaodicr l^rer of federal govenunenl and regulation (br* 
the nominated rivets; canymg the potential to add economic and biological burdens to agriculture and 
natiixal lesouree industries beyond ai^ value realized by toe program, 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, toat OCA opposes any laws or initiatives that liaks toe state’s 
ownersh^ of water oriisk ofinierventloa of our people’s ability to manage toeir lands. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, toat the OCA requests that toe Oovetnor, County Ooveming Bodies 
snd/or Coi^ressiooal delegation exclode Oregon’s Rivers £rom toe AEIR system. 
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COPY FOR YOUR 
IHFORIMTION- 


Pe^^VesA:. 


3«16 OomiwnM SI S.E. - SuHa G - SUom. OR 873<g-6168 ■ (803) a89-17tH . PfX (503) J99«I82 


August 19, 199? 

Exeaj0\« Office 

Council of EnvironnterUal QuaJity 
Old Executive ^Tice Building, Room 360 
Washington, O.C 20501 

Dear Coundf Staff Member, 

i am f^e v\ssodate Director Governm^tal Affairs for die Oregon Fium Bureau 
FectoraUon (OFBR. ( am offering the following comments <m the Am^c» Heritage River Pn^m 
Initiative (announced in toe Federal Repsterjune 20, 1997, volume 62, number 119). 

OF8F Is toe l^est general agrioiiture organization in toe s^cte oS &s It r^^ents 

over 20,000 families- in the state and is affiliated with the American Farm Bureau Federation, the 
nation's laigest general agriculture organizuion. Our mission is to preset and enhwee the 
agrioiiture industry in toe state of Oregon. 

1he members of toe Oregon Farm Bureau suj^xMt toe Administration for their ^oit to 
support state and foc^ efforts to restore and pre^ea their rivers and river systems. Ihe hiture our 
nation is closely tied to the water of toe rivers ^ <Hir nation. Although the prooss has been slow, 
we sue pleased to see that the administratiem ts finally starting to support local efforts to scrfve local 
environmental problems. 

While we are encouraged by the effort to support local efforts to solve problems, vve do not 
bdieire toe American Heritage Rivi^ initiative is necessary and in toe end toe initiative (tdthou^ we 
hope was not Intended to) may erode locally based, bottom efforts to enhance protect, and 
manage our state owned waters. 

The Federal Government, because of Its size and nwmal process of dotog business, stiways 
starts out trying to help people hdp themselves but once they invest, their resources b^n to direct 
how toe people are to hdp toernselves. It s^ top down standi^ and guidelines and has a 
tendency to dedde what is good for the people not what toe people think is best for themselves. 

This initiative could or would create anotoer unnecessary bureaucracy to accomplish what 
the government can idready do. A directive ffom the administration for toe necessary federal 
agencies to integrate slices and programs in support of, where invited to do so, local management 
efforts of river systems should be «Jequ<Ue to get the ager^es to suppmt locai groups. Agency 
support of local efforts would likely indude coordination of public land manageiTtent activities with 
!o^ ^vities as well as advice and tochnlcad support In the case of the re^latory agenda, toey 
should get out of toe way so toe job can get done efficiently, economically, and with the least 
amount of crmflict. 
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Executive Office of the President 
August 19, 1997 
Page 2 


If funding matenalizes, it should be made available to the states or local groups (in Oregon > 
Sol! and Water Conservation Districts, County Governments, and/or Watershed Councils), with 
minimum use guidelines and/or strings attached. Rnandal support for such a program should not/ 
support federal agency operating budgets or employees but be used to put management on the 
ground in the local area. 

The initiative, because of its vague language, leaves its intent and to many other issues open 
to interpretation. The intent may be to support local efforts but the initiative could be interpreted 
to be a effort by the administration to solidify w Increase federal control over state waters and 
watersheds. Certain members of the administration and various environmental organizations that the 
administration supports have the stated goal to gain federal control of water, particularly in the west. 

The initiative would or could be interpreted to develop a system of public involvement that 
could put environmental extremist groups In a position to dominate the local planning groups (river 
communities). Restoration efforts described in the initiative are weak in the managemerit and use 
goals and emphasize value laden or undeflned goals such as ecological diversity, cultural, and scenic 
goals. 


The initiative would make the heritage river designation permanent States and local 
stakeholders should have the right to get rivers removed for the heritage river designation whenever 
they see fit. Without the ability for local groups to remove their river from the program, then the 
whole management program becomes a top dowi^ federally controlled program. 

The Oregon Farm Bureau has reservations with this program. We cannot support the 
initiative in its current form. It's intent is too an^iguous and could be interpreted in a way that 
would conflict and threaten our policy that strongly supports local control and problem solving, stale 
control of water and watersheds, and the property owner's right to control the use of his land. It 
could be interpreted in such a way that would negatively affect agriculture In the state. 

The Oregon Farm Bureau would be happy to participate in any future dialogue that would 
help federal government and the administration to support local programs related to river and 
watershed management. We feel that such activities are important and will support such programs 
provided they have clear intent and focus on local problem solving and control. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the proposed initiative. 



Peter S. Test, Associate Director 
Governmental Affairs Division 
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OREGON 

LOOOINe 

CONFERENCE 


*0. BOX 10669 
lUQCNE. OneCON 97440 
541)666-9191 
AX (541)666-0176 


i'i' ’ 

m' OFC I I fctti 

December 2. 1997 


RE: Americaa KoltaBe Rivera iniliufive (AHRI) 

Presidential Dcsignaiion 

Dear Commissioner, 

The Oregon Logging Conference (O.L.C.) and our members, those people who are commillcd 
to providing the flber and building iraoerials this nation needs, while meeting our obligation to 
future generations by logging in a responsible manner. 

In recent yean our ability to produce jobs in the natural resource sector have been 
increasingly hampered by a thickening web of Federal Regulations and Agencies. Much of 
this regulation has circumvented the rational process of input and debate by elected oinciaU 
and through the congress, and has been enacted by a lealous White House staff such is the 
proposed A.H.K.i. 

We re^MctftiUy request that you condder the information that %ve have Included from die 
Oregon Lands Coalition. Ifyouagrne wiA ux. that this is one more layer of unnueded federal 
meddling with private and public lands of the west, then we would strongly encourage you t» 
immediately adopt the included resohitiw . 

Sincerely, 

Oregon Logging Conference Board 

(any BIcm, President 


LB:rw 

Lflcls: 


(M'wiiLtr 
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OREGIIN 

WHEAir 


November 5, 1 997 


Scs)stor Gordon Smith 
United States Senate 
ATTN: Annette Price 
367 Diiksen Senate Office Bl(%. 
Washington, DC 20510 


ARicrliWi iivrlutgc xUvon proj^ii 


Dear Senator ^nith: 

We are wnting to request your support in removmg Oregon irom participatiMi m the American Heritage Kivers 
program. The Administration has indicated that if a state's Congressional delegation requests not to panicipate in die 
program, rivers in that state will not be listed under the program. We ask that you take the Administration up on tliU 
offer. 

Why ohould UK) not portiolpoto? OWGL hoa tiuo prifmn.t ahjootioia) to thio program. First, tho Itooifio It'orthuiont 

oiicttUy luia a uiyiuul ulpiugiuiia ui plavc iu uoic lln uui waLcislwOs. The slate legiaialuie ui 1 WT passed Uie Oieguii 
Plan, wliiuli ia d i[iulli*yedr process to develop wdtcr quality utaiiageiiienl plans iti every "water quality liuiiled" basin in 
the state. Aside from the Clean Water Act -driven activitia of the Oregon Plan, several processes are in place for 
recovery of endangered species in many of Oregon's watersheds. Watershed Councils and Soil A Water Conservation 
Districts are working on specific projects all across the state to address erosion, stream sedimentation, and other 
environmental concerns. The combined work of all of those projects should yield a very comprehensive resource 
managment program in Oregon Another layer of planning will do little or nothing to hirther the eSort? already 
underway, in feet, it may detract from current activity Federal agencies should already be participating in these 
processes, and should not need a River Nav^tor to en^ige themselves or coordinate with other entities. 

Secondly, no authorization from Congress exists to implement this program. The founders of this nation provided clear 
separationofpowersbetween the three branches of gavei ainent, and die duty of the executive branch is to implement 
laws passed by the Congress. The administration, by presidential decree, has established a new program without the 
support and approval of the Congress, and has in this mamer stepped across the line from administration to legislaiiott. 
Previous environmental initiatives by this Administratiem in Montana and Utah do not inspire confidence that the 
American Ilcritago Riven Program will be operated in consideration of all interested parties Wc believe tlte wisest 
course of action is to rely on local efforts like the Oregon Plan to achieve environmental goals. 


Sincerely yours, 

OREGON WHEAT GROWERS LEAGUE 



Michael K. Koitge 
President 


vv: NAWG, Guvoniur Juiui lliLdiabvr 

Liz Lorenzen/Tom Winn, Pendleton Office 
Jesse Vaiiderzoiideii, Porlloitd Office 


Oregon wi^t growb?s Ieague • PO Box doo • pendlhon, OR 97801 
Phone (541)276-7330 > FACSIMIE (5d1)276-1723 * WORLD Wide WEB: HTTP:/AVWW.0WGL org 
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VAMHIIX COUNTY REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEE 
JANUARY 20, 199S 

IN THE MATTER OF A RESOLUTION ) 

OF HON SUPPORT FOR THE ) RESOLUTION HO. 98-01 

i HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE ) 

WHEREAS, we the citizens of Yamhill County and members of the 
Yamhill County Republican Party Central Committee believe that the 
control, cleanliness and health of the rivers and streams within the 
boundaries of this county are better mannaged at the local level; and 

WHEREAS, We oppose the further Intervention of the federal 
government Into the operation and jurisdiction of Yamhill County 
governmental bodies; and 

WHEREAS, We believe the Yamhill County Commissioners should 
not submit nor support any petition for federal designation of a river 
in our community for the American River Heritage Initiative; nor should 
we enter into any agreement with the federal government concerning the 
same federal designation within the boundaries of this jurisdiction, 
HOW THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Central Committee of the Yamhill 
County Republican Party petition Yamhill County Commissioners Robert 
Johnstone, Thomas Bunn and Ted Lopuszynslci to vote to OPT-OUT of the 
Heritage Rivers Imitative and notice of that decision be delivered to 
the White House Council on Enwiromental Quality in Washington b.C. 
prior to the February 1,1998 deadline; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution be executed and 
delivered to the Yamhill County Board of Commissioners post-haste. 

Dated this 20th day of January 1998. 


Vote Results January 20, 1998 _ 
Yamhill County Republican Party 
Central committee 
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w^snrjjTTnN # 1Q<)A-Uf> 


RESOLUTION REFUSINC DESIGNATION UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 

THE AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE 


WHEREAS, on behalf of whaoi oi- County, Oregon, the undersigned, as duly elected officials 
and lepresCTtatives of the cuuniy, du hereby requesit ihai uur county be excluded Ihnn any area 
designated as an American Heritage River. The application for designation as an American Heritage 
River requires that a “river community’* designate itself for the purposes of this Initiative. As such, we 
the underugned affirm our Ccmstitutional role as the local, legal authorities authorized to rq w s en t this 
river community. We, the representatives of the river community, thereby request that all land< that 
fell within the jurisdiction of uh£aoiaT> County, Oregon, not be designated, and not be pen of a 
designatiott, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, os duly elected officials and representatives of . 

Oregon, do declare our opposition to the intervention of the federal government, as well as its agencies 
and employees, into matten of zoning, planning, land use and water use. These matters are best 
resolved at die state and local levels. We will neither submit nor siq)port any petMoa for 
designation of a river, watershed or ponitm of a river vrithin our county and within the boundaries of 
our jurisdiedon under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. Any person or subniittiiig a 

petition to the fedeial, state or local government to designate a river, a portion of a river, or a witenbed 
as an American Hoitage River that talk within the lands under our jurisdiction does so without our 
^iproval or consent as the elected representatives of the river community 

DE IT RESOLVED, on this day of January . 1997, that tius leat^utioa thwH be exeented, 
made public and delivered to the Whitt House Cotmcil on Envixoninenia] Quality in Washington, DC. 



Post-tt“FajiNoUi 7871 







- ^iLoo 


IS-Vl -)(.3 -.SfIjU 
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ffiSOLUnON # 1998-147 


RESOLUTION REQUESTING A STAY OF DESIGNATION F]^OM 
AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATTVE 


WHEREAS, on behalf of wheeler Coun^, Oregon, we the iindersigaed, as Ally dected 
ofiBcials and representatives of the county, do hereby request diet our counQ' be cxclt^dcd from any 
area designated as an American Heritage River until such time that friis body, or our sucewsors, 
determines that de^gnation is in the best interest of our residents. The applkadon for designation as 
an American Heritage River requires that a ^ver community** designate i^lf for the purposes of this 
Inidative. As such, we the undersigned af5rm our Constitutional role as the local, l^al aufrxmties 
aulbuflzcd U> rcpxcscul lliis liver euuiuiuxiity. We, the lepresentatives of die river cmDaxanity, hove 
dete rmine d diflt the terms and conditions presented by t^ American Heritage Rivers Initiative are 
vague and unclear. We have further detomined that the potential consequoiees of |die American 
Heritage Rivers Imdarive cannot be ascertained without more detailed information. Wedhoe^- 
request dut, until such time as die proposed implementatioa of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative 
has been ftilly explained to the satisfaction of the elected offlcials of this county, that all lands that frUl 
within the jurisdiction of wheaier County, Oregon, not be designatrid, and not be part of a 
dftrignarirm, as an American Heritage River. 

WHEREAS, wc the undersigned, as duly elected officials and representatives of Wheeler County, 
Oregon, do declare that we will not submit nor support any petition for federal detignmion of a river, 
watershed or portion of a river within our county and within the boundaries of our jurisdictioo under 
the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, until such time as the proposed implementation of dte 
American Heritage Ptivera Initiative has been fully ejqplained to the sada&etion of the elected officials 
of this county. Any person or persons submitting a petition to the federal, state or local govemme&t to 
designate a river, a portion of a river, or a watershed as an American Heritage River tiiat blls within 
the lands under our jurisdiction does so without out approval or consent as the elected n^naentatives 
of the river community. 

BE rr RESOLVED, on this _Zi?day of January . 1997. that this resolution shall be executed, 
made public and delivered to the White House Council on Environmental Quality in Washington. DC. 






Wheeler County 



^whe^er CountyCommissloner 



Wheeler County Coouniseioner 
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75 S.K. T" St. 
Msdnu, Ottiiofi 47741 
Hti: (54 1)475-2449 
hAX: (541) 475-4454 


IN IHR BOARD «' COUNTY (TIMMISSIONLRSOF JRPFhKSON (tM VH i)HL:(K)N 

) IN THF. MAi rtiROF A RFSa.U TJON REOUF.STINO 
RF.S0I.UT10N ) a stay Of* DliSIGNATlON from AMERICAN 

) JIlfHI I A<iF. RIVERS INI I lATIVF 

W1 lERB AS. (he JdTcrson County Board of ComraittionerK tvl iewK strongly iliat hculihy river systems aru 
in the best inturud of ihe citi/ens we rcprusuni, and 

WllBRliAS. Ihe Jefferson ('outiiy Onurd of romnii<Mini>in\ lupportc )n ctmvfci u federal iniiiitiive le 
support coniniuniticK in their eflbns to rcsion: und protect Amenca s riverv and 

WHHRFAS. we have already maik' greut strides in developing pnnnerships among lodenil. state and local 
ageiicius and our cili/ens to reston: and nmieoi Oi^gnn's nv<*r syclemt in conipMriKon to other states, and 

WHFRFAS ihnre Him many dilforeni penpecuvct 4»n hott* to uniciurc and utlminisier govcnintuouil 
programs designed to restore and protect rivers whtic rctgieciing the sulitoriiy of local elected oiliciais and ihc 
pnvaie pmpi^rly rights of citi/ens lining aiuog our rit«ri. and 

W1 lEKHAS. we. the elected represetnatives of our rivor cemmoniUcn. have dcicrinmcd that the lenna und 
conditions pretcaiod hy the American IJctiiagi; Rivers laitiaiivc (AHRI) ,ire vague and uncluir. and 

WHFRGAS. we hove l\irther dcterniinod that specific fmancul benefits and potential consequences ol the 
Adiericwi Hcriugw Rivers inituiivi! caamil he oscenuined tviibnui more dctoilcd intonnaliua. and 

WIIFRGAS. on (Mhait'of Jgfrorson Coenty. Oregon, wc do hcrehy rctgiuel our county be e*c<Mkd fiuni ilte 
flm round of designated rivers until such iinw that this body. <» our successors, determines that designation is in 
the hem miorevl ot our recidents. uitd 

WHURFAS. we us duty elected otficiula and rcprcooitaiivcs of JcfTersoii ( otinty. Oregon, do declare lluit 
we will not Muhmil nor support any petilion for federal designation of a river, watershed or ponion of a river within 
Our cvHinty nnd within the huundanv*! of our (urudkiKNi under the AHRI, umU suih um as ihv proposed 
implemtsiuuicin of the program has hocn fully explained m ihc satisloaion of the elected olticialK of ihit couniy 
Any puraoii or pcraoni wdmiiumg a petiuon to iIk icdctal. state or luuil guvcromeni lo designate a river, a portion 
of a nvcf. or a watershed as an Amencan fleriiage River ihui falls within the lands under our jurisdiclion does so 
without our approval or conocm as tlte elected icymciitaUves of the river community 

NOW TUHRLIXilU.^ it « is^ved uii tins day of June. i'AW. itiHi this resoluiUHi kIihII be execuiud 
made public and delivered to Ihc White HouwCtatiKil on bovirumncnuil fjunliiy in Washington. DC. 



JEFFERSON COUNTY 

Board of Com mis.si oners 
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BEFORE TKE BOARD OF CCMMISSIOl^fERS FOR DESCHUTES COUNTY, 

In the matter of requesting a stay * 
of designation from American * 

Herltag^ Rivers Initiative. * 




RESOLUTIOM NO. ‘Jft-Ofiq 


NHEIXEAS, on behalf of Dcsohutee County, Oregon, we the undersigned, as 
duly elected officials and representatives of the County, do hereby request 
Lhal our county be excluded from any area designated as an American Heritage 
River until such time that this body, or our successors, determines that 
designation is In the best interest of our residents. The application for 
designation as an American Heritage River requires that a "river community" 
designate itself for the purposes of this Initiative. As such, we the 
undersigned affirm our Constitutional role as the local, legal authorities 
authorized to represent this river comunity. He, the representatives of the 
river community, have determined that the terms and conditions presented by 
the American Heritage River Initiative are vague and unclear. We have 
further determined that the potential consequences of the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative cannot be ascertained without more detailed Information. 
We thereby request that, until auch time ae the proposed implomcntation of 
the American Heritage Rivers initiative has been fully explained to the 
satisfaction of the elected ufficlals o£ this county, that all lands that 
fall within the jurisdiction of Deschutes County, Oregon, not be designated, 
and not be part of a designation, as an American Heritage Kiver. 

WHEREAS, we the undersigned, as duly elected officials and 
representatives of Deschutes Countv, Oregon, do declare that we will not 
submit nor support any petition for federal designation of a river, watershed 
or portion of a river within our county and within the hnunriarie.'s of our 
jurisdiction under the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, until such time 
aa the propoced inplcmcntation of the Aaierican Heritage Rivera Initiative has 
been fully explained to the satisfaction of the elected officials of this 
coui'ity. Any person or persona subnitting a petition to the federal, state ox 
local government to designate a river, a portion of a river, or a watershed 
as an American Heritage River that falls within the lands under our 
jurisdiction does so without our approval or consent as the elected 
representatives of the river comir.unity. 


BE It RESOLVED, that this resolution shall be executed, made public and 
delivered to the White House Council on Environmental Quality in Washington, 
D.C. 



o 





